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INTRODUCTION 

This is the final report of the Southern University Head Start 
Bvaluation and Research Center. It is a statement of activities en- 
gaged in since SeptOTiber, 1969, 

prior to September, 1969, Southern University and Tulane Oniver- 
sity were operating, technically, under the same contract even though 
their evaluation and research efforts were independent. During the 
past year, Southern University was totally independent. This report 
will contain the evaluation and research efforts of the Sou^arn Uni- 
versity Evaluation and Research Center. 

The evlauation-related intervention study to be referred to here- 
in, namely, 'the Oniversity of Hawaii Preschoof Language Curricula 
(OHPLC) , is the sane one used by our center last year when the actual 
collaboration in the evaluation intervention took place between 
southern university and the university of Hawaii. To a great extent, 
what happened i-n this evaluation is similar to that of last year. 

It is our opinion that the 1969'-7ff avaluation has been adequate, 
and real strides forward have been made in the area of research. Even 
more important than the advances in research may be the advances of 
each child involved in the intervention program— the signif leanee of 
which might mean his happiness or unhappiness in later years. This 
^ociraent contains. a presentation of activities engaged in by this 
center during the period referred to above and a' detailed depiction 
and analysis of data obtained theMin* 



J 

, -, ., DESCRIPTION OF, THE CENTERS 

■ 'southern. UniversitV^ Head St^yt Evaluation and Research Center 
is affiliated with' four heaa start centers, These^centeri 

Winder (formerly known as Harding) , Community associatio 
Welfare of School Children (CAWSC) , Ryan and South^ Baton Rouge* 

The building housing Bertel Winder Head Start Center is rel- 
atively new^ containing central heat and air conditioning* It was 
previously a funeral home but was renovated for head start purposes* 
It is located in North Baton Rouge in an area known as Seqtlandville* 

The area on the right side and to the back of the center is fenced 
in* The fenced area serves the purpoae of a playground eKcept in in- 
climate weather when the children play on a covered patio-like structure 
which extends from the building onto the play area. The play area it- . 
self is paved for the most part. The two hundred children at the center 
share the playground e(yipment which eansists of % sliding board, two 
see-saw sets, two swing sets^ and two monkey bars* There are approKi- 
mateiy twenty pieces of outdoor toys used by^ the children* Ekcept for 
^ f our tricycles which are ''new, these toys ar^ weather beaten and well 

used-needing paint and repair. Beyond the play area is an auto salvage 

iJ ^ 

shop which is fenaed in and is not^accessible to the children. 

There is ample parking space for vehicles on the left side of the 
center. As this area is off-limits to the children, there is little 
pr no fear of a ohild-auto accident. Adjourning this area, separated 
by a fenwe, is a fayift which is cultivated and harvasted by prisoners. / 




* f rom the parish jail. 

« The interior of the building consis-'.s of sever^taen rooms and two 
rest rooms* There is one kitchen, five offi-ceSf one cortferance room 
(used jointly as lounge and as a meaning room) / and ten classrooms* 

CAWSC^ Head Start Canter is located in urban Baton' Rouge in an area 
locally known as Eden Park. The neighborhood is very runddvm and unkempt, 
* The streets are littered v^ith papet, beer canS/ wine bottles, ahi^soda 
pop bottles, .. There are ttiahy wreGked and/or unused cars that* should -^be ^ 
towed away* Many of the buildings are ifi very bad 'Shape and should be ^ . 
demolished* ^ ■ . -\ - r [ 

The deterioration oS-^QiiS ^neighborhood can also be attributed to 
the many night clufcs ani cafes fourid .here* cAWSC.i^- surrounded by" 
these "estabrishments, -At rii^ht trie oeriter *s^parki lot is utilised 
by the patrons of them^ places* ' ' ^ . . > 

' CAWSC is housed in the rear of a stone building and hap an enroll^ 
ment of approximately siKty children. There is adequate parking space ^ 

for faculty and staff members, but in rainy weather, the p^arking area is 

^ ' ■ ' ' ' 

inconvenient since only half bf it is paved. 

\ . The play aAa, which is fenced in and half paved, is atie"quate fpr 

the number of chiidreri" ^ere* There is a paved at^ hoymt^ patio where 

the children play during bad weath^/ The sand table, cots, wooden toys,. 

^ ^' ^ ' ' - . . ^ 1 

wagons and tricycles are kept hea^p. There are smpla^ toys for the chil- 

dran to play with but they are all second -hand and wall -used. On the 
playground there is. one gym set, fight swings,' one sliding board, orte 
monkey bar. set and one climbing turtle, , ^ 

^ The interior of the building consists of four classrooms, fiva. 

dffices, one kitchen, and four bathe. The walls of soma rooms are 
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panelecl v/hile others are semi -paneled, ■ = ^ 

Locatad at 501 Ryan Field about one-fourth mile from Ryan Airport 
is the Ryan Head Start Center, The center is approximately seven miles 
from the city of Baton ^uga and one and one-half miles from Southfirn 
University, Ryan's airport is situated one-fourth mile from the front 
entranea to the building # 

The wood frmna struoture which is rather old and dilapidated was 
once used by the Army Reserve. Because o£ the ag^ of the building, no 
attempts have been made at improving or moderniEing the heating and 
lighting systeuia or at renovating it. These conditions have made it 
very diffioult to achieve optimum performance in research and testing 
of children at the center. However > the general environment ii con- 
ducive to learning. 

The area surrounding the buildiAg is very gaod for nature walks * 
sightseeing tours and trips to the airport. There is a fenced in out- 
door area v;hich is used as a playground. There are .several large oak 
tre^ in this area as well as om sliding board, one merry-go-round, 
and a^. swing unit with four individual swings* 

There are eight classes in Ryan Head start v/ith an enrollment of 
approximately 150 children. Four of the classes were used in the in- 
tervention study, ^ ' 

Individual office space d provided for the head teacher/ the 
secrfe^ary, the staff nurse, the social service staff/ mid the parental* 
ii^olvement coordinator/ The rest room facilities are adequate. Al- 
though a kitchen is within the center, thp food is transported daily 
from Bertel T. Winder center, one and one-fourth mile away, to Ryan. ^ 
The center in total occupies 9,784 eq. ft, of floor space,' 



Another canter used by the Southern University Head Start Evaluation 
and' Research Centar was the South Baton Rouge Head Start Center. This 
center is located at the corner of Texas and last Washington Streets in 
South Baton Rouge, it is approxiniately fourteen blocka, from Louisiana 
state University and one bloclc from the local .Y.M.C.A. 

The GonTOUnity surrounding the genter is one that ie Untemingled 
with shabby houses, ohurchas and sub-standard stores* Thers is aiao ^ 
a locally owned service station and washerteria that is visibly un- 
kept and in heed of repairs. The parking lot of an abandoned super- 
market serves as the center only off-street 

The building once was used as a boarding house, night cl^, gro- 
cery store, and barber shop. It is an old brick structure built around 
the 1930«s, It is aantrally heated and centrally cooled which creates 
oomfort^le temperatures year round. Th© center is unaccessible from 
the front. There are two side doors and two back doois to the center 
which also serves as enits to the play areas. The downstairs area of 
the center is used for four classrooms, two bathrooms, a hallway, and 
one utility room. Housed on the second floor are Neighborhood Service 
Center offices, one conference room, one bathroom, and the nurse's 
station used by head start. 

The large playground is enclosed by a very high fence* The play 

equlpmont consist of a monkey bari a swing sot, bicycles, balls and a 
i 

iiandbox . 
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EVALUATION GUIDELINES 



I. Sample 

A. Total Pre * 187 

B. Total Post - 181 

C* Total iample recaiving complete pre and ^st testing for 
statistioal analysis - 164* 

II, Sample ^ Children were between 3 1/2 to 5 1/2 years of age at time 
of tasting p 

111, Sample elaaa - Classes consisted of pre kindergarten 3 1/2 to 4 1/2 
years old and kindergarten 4 1/2 to 5 1/2 years old, 

IV, Sample eligible child - All sample children in the Southern 

Univarsity s^ple had had surmer Head Start eKperience in that 
the Head Start canters reopen during the summer months after two 
to three weeks vacation for the staff. 

All measures were atoini^tered in English, 

Pre-testing was conducted during the 19th week and thereafter 
because of our reckoning the time of the start of testing from 
the first week of June which was the start of summer Head Start, 

VII, Post-testing v;as conducted during the month of April, This v;aa 
the best time because the last month of class meetings (May) was 
devoted to closing activity preparation, 

VIII, Time interval - The tijne interval was 5 1/2 months* 

IX, At least fifty, per cent of the post-testing was administered by 
the same tester. 



V. 
VI, 



V^PSI 

. , . _ ' ' 

1, The test was studied intensively over, a period of three weeks. 
Eaeh of the partiGipants tested every other partioipant, eight 
adulta and seven ehildren* CriticiOTS of the perforaancea 
were interohanged^ with speeial emphaiis on timing and sooring. 

2, Eaoh TOPSI protoaol vms checked independantly for aoouraoy by 
two examiners. 

FAMILY INTORVIBW 

All interviewers and teeters partieipatad in a three-day pre 
and two-day post training seesion aonduoted by. the oo-ordinator , 

Each participant interviewed three head start mothers . Every 
completed achedula was cheeked for aomaraoy by an independent 
interviewer* ^phasiMd in this eheok was editing so that no 
blanks would be left under any item. 

All interviewers met periodically to dlsouss both general and 
specific eoding problems and the signlfioance of sufficient 
probing for insuring correct coding of responses was stressed. 

All interviewers were required to become very familiar with ^ 
coding^ eapeoially in the cases of itms dealing with Child-., 
Rearing Practices* When necessary, ^he mother was asked to 
re-enact a scene or describe how it happened, ^he inter- 
viewer was admonished constantly against making assumptions 
about any of the information. 

OUMPGQOKIES 

1. Testurs stuJiea raanual intensively, 

2. Testers administered test to each other. 

3. Testers administered test to 4 or 5 non-sample children. 

4. Testera met periodically to diocuss any problams in ainini'Stra- 
tion or recording that individual testers might have eHperienced, 

ITPA 

1. Tostera studiad manual intensivoly. 

2. Testery administQred tost to non-aan^5la children. 
3i Tostera administerod teat to other staff momberB* 
4, •I'yatQrs concentrated on timing and scoring. 



1* 
2. 

3. 
4. 
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Testers listened to raeord - "Auditory Sequantial Mamo-y" 
to aid in achieving correct rhytlita since testers were ac- 
customed to Stanford-Binat type rhythm which thay used in 
last year ' s test battery. 



Observers studied manual intensivaly* 

Observers took under advisement additional information raceived 
from B s R Canter responsible for ij.^trumant (Syracuse) * 
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HEAD START RESEARCH AND ' EVALUATION CENTER 
SOUTHERN UNIVERSITY 
SOUTHERN BRANCH POST OFFICE 
BATON ROUGE ^ LOUISIMm 70813 



CONSENT FOR TESTING AND RESEARCH PARTICIPI^TION 1969-70 



Pear Par ants 

The class in whieu your child ii enrolled a t 

(name of 

- - has been selected as a sample for the 
H. S. Center J \ 
tional evaluation of Project Head Start* Your child has been 
selected as one of tho^ participants in an evaluation of tha; 
effectiveness of the Head start Program* We would like your 
/permission to administer certain tests which are part of the 
national evaluation and have your child pnrtlcipat^ in our 
Language and -:Enr ichment ReseaicH Classes, All tests will be \ 
given by professionally qualified people* and none will fin- 
danger your child's safety or welfare. Your cqoparation will 
be greatly appreciated, since this is very important in help- 
ing to develop programs for young children that will help 
them to lead happy and successful lives. ^ 

If you are willing to have your/qhlld participate in this 
effort/ you may indicate your permission by signing below; 

1 have no objection to the administration of toyts to my 

child ^ # as part of the national Head 

(child' s name) 
Start Evaluation Program. 



(Parent's Name) 



Sincerely yours i 



Edward E# Johnson, Ph.D. 
Diroctor 



(Mlaa) Betty J, Franklin 
Coordinator 



DJPilw 
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HEAD START RESEARCH AND EVALUATION CENTER 
SOUTHERN UNIVERSITY , 
SOUTHERN BRANCH POST OFFICE 
, BATON RdUGEy LOUISIANA 70813 



PARENT Xm%WXm% 1969-70 



Dear Parents 

We at Southern University are study irj toe families and 
needJ of children in our coinmunity. Thii letter ie to in- 
troduce ' 9 one of our staff membere 

Who would like to speak v^ith you for a few minutes* 

Wa vjould greatly appreaiate your help and cooperation. 

Sincerely yQUrs* 



Edward E^ Johnson, Ph-b* 
D^,rector 
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° EVALUATION DESIGN 

From the original random sample of 194 Ghildren, 187 remainsd as 
part of the evaluation group. Three test initruments were a^inistered 
to each ohild in the stople/ The tests war© atoinisM"^ a pre -test, 
post-test basis within a 5 1/2 month interval, ' - 

The t^PPSI was the first test of the series to be administered. The 
ITPA, involving two of the twelve subtests followed the WPSI. The % 
Gumpgookia — a test of motivation to achieve — was adtalnisterad last. , 

The Post-Observation Teacher Rating Soales (P* 0. T.) was admin- 
istered by each speeial teacher to the regulw head start teacher. The 
Parent Interview Form was administered after working hours, and at a 
time convenient to the parents by the Southern University E s R Center 
staff. In order to check the availability arid acceaslbillty of the , ^ 
center and its resources, a Class Facilities #nd Resources Inventory 
was completed by the "head teacher" at each center. 

DESCRIPTION OF IVALUATION INSTRU^ffiNTS , 

Wechsler Preschool and P rimary Scale of Intelligence (OTPSI) 
The i^PSI is a result of a cooperative effort to meet a dual need. 
Firstt there were frequent recjueats for |L downward^ revision of the Wechsler 
Intelligence Scale for Children, and second ^ there was a growing aware" 
ness of the desirability of an intelligence soale that would more ade- 
quately appraise the abilltiei^f preschool children. The TOPS! is 
flpeeifically dcsignod for use with children of ages 4 through .6 1/2 years 
The WPPil consists of a battery of subtest, each of which when treated 
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separataly may be conaiderea as measuring a aiffereftt ability # and when 
combined into a aomposite score, as a measure of global intelleetual 
aapaeity, Beeause the dichotomy has proved diagnostically useful, the 
test battery is divided into Verbal arrf Performance Test groups, 

ILLINOIS TEST OT PSYCHOL IWGU I STIC ABILITIES (ITPA) 
The psyoholingustio model on which the ITPA is based attempts to 
relate those functions whereby the intentions of one individual are 
transmitted (verbally or nonverbally) to another individual, and recip- 
rocally, functions where by the environment or the intentions of another 
individual are received and interpreted . It attempts to inter-relate 
the proceases which take place, for example, when one person receives a 
message, interprets it, or becomes the source of a new signal to be^ 
tranOTiitted* It deals"J;ith the psychological functions of the individual 
which operate in conmiunioation activities* 

Following is a brief description of the two subtests of the ITPA 
used by SQUthern University E & R Centers , 

Auditory Vocal ASBOciation ~ This test taps into the child's ability 
to relate concepts presented orally # 

Verbal EH pression - .The purpose of this teat is to access the ability 
of the child to eKpress his ovm concepts vocally. 

GUMPGQQKIES 

This instrument was designed to measure the motivation of young chil- 
dren to aghieve in school. Tha Gssential information upon which the pro-- 
codures for Gunipgookieg were designed wag provided by a preliminary stu^ 
invostigating behavior, behavior testing, role, playing perfonnance, sort- 
ing, paired comparisons and story tailing tQchniquefl and formats. 

The GumpgookiQS figure, as well as the child's participation in 
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finding his own Gumpgookie^ seems to have enough fascination to hold 
interest throughout the seventy--f ive items and give the test unity. It 
seems to alleviate the amciety of children threatened by either the 
testing situation or too olose identification with another figure more 
nearly like themselves. 

Gumpgookiei is prasented in a story format and centers around the 
imaginary little figures called gumpgookies* lach child is told that 
he has his ovm Gumpgookie and that although it looks like all the other 
Gumpgooktes, it follows the child around and behaves exactly as he be- 
haves it likes what the child likes and it doaa what the child does. 

In aAninistering the Gumpgookiea ^ the examiners reads the test and 
points to each Gumpgookie as it is deseribed, The eKaminer asks the 
child which object he likes best Md he responds by speaking or pointing, 

TmiTJi INTERVIEV^ FOTO 

The basic purpose of the Family Interview is to elicit from the 
parents of Head Start children involved in the 1969-70 national eval- 
uation certain in-depth information which will be utiliEed in describing* 
evaluating, and suggesting possible changes in the Head Start program. 
The interview was to be administered following child testing in order to 
facilitate conversation with the parents. The usefulne'ls of the Informa- 
tion obtained for describing and suggesting possible ohaLges in the Head 
Start program* the value of the parent's ^elp in effecting such changes, 
and the gratitude for the persons willing to give her time is to be ' 
stressed in setting up an interview. 

The responsoe on this instrument involve statements of agreement or 
disagreement. There are no right or wrong anawerB, but rather an attempt' 
to gain an underatanding ot how thb parents feel about the various queBtiona. 

ERIC 



POST OBSERVATION TEACHBR RATING SCApS (P..' 0. T.) 

' V This rating scale is a compilation of items racaived from Bank 
Stceet Collego of Education, Michigan State University, S:^aouse 
university, and the Oniversity of Texas. In this scale, the writers 
tried to provide coraprehensiva behavior categories which reflect the 
atmosphare of the classroom as datermined by the teacher. 



\ 
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.. INTIRVIOTION DESIGN • 

The 1969-70 intervention plan for the Southern University Evaluation 

and Reseajeoh Center involved fourteen (14) classes in four (4). centers. 

There were five (5) claises at Bertel T. Winder Head Start Center - two 

(2) language classes, two (2) enrichmant classes and one (1) control 

class; tVfO (2) classes at CAWSC - both language I five (5) clasaas at ^an 

Head Start Center - two (2) language clasaes> two (2) enrichment classes 

and one (1) control class,- and there were {2} classes at South Baton 

I. . 
Rouge Head Start Center - botti enrichment. The children in six (6) of 

the fourteen (14) classes were exposed 4o the uniye^sity of Hawaii Pre- 
school Language curriculum (UHPLC) . There was also a parallel parent 
program. There were two (2) classes partieipating in this phase of the 
intervention, one class .from Bertel T. v^inder and one class frow Ryan,: 
,fhe parents participating at Bertel T. Winder received a monetary aup- 
piement while no money was given to the parents at Ryan, 

Involved in the Cultiiral Enrichment Program were six (6) of the 
eight (8) remaining classes. The other two (2) clasaes were used as 
controls. There was also a paralleling parent program. The parents 
participating in this program were taken from four (4) of the eight 
(8) enrichment classes with two (2), classes receiving monetary bu|- - 
plement and two (2) claaaes not receiving monetary supplamant. Theri 
were also two (2) languago olaaaas used, one Jl) rebeivlng nionetary 
supplementa.and one (1) not receiving monetary aupplOTenta. The re- 
maining six (6) classes had no parallel parent progrMi. included 
in these ware two (2) language olaases at CW<SC, two (2) onrichment 
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elasses at s©uth Baton Rouge, and ana contml elasi each at ^an 
Battel T. Winder centers i (See ^abla I) , . 

The. language parent progrMt was designed to ^phaiizj^ parental 
eooparation in davelying language skills in their chilteen, The aul* 
tural eMiehmant parent prpgrMi was dasigned to provide baolcground in- 
formation on principlee of child development and ohild-rear^ practices. 
Complete descriptions of the language intervention program and the par-, 
ant* p^grans now follow, / 

1 / ' ' ' ' ^ « ■ . 

^ PARBOTHi I NV0LVEi4EOT PROGRW 

The initial purpose of the parental involvement rese^ch daiign was 
to incorporate parents of Head St^t children as teachers of their chil* 
dren.. The design included t^ distinct p^ant education programs* These 
programs were designated .as parent progrra #1 (PPj^) and parent program 
#a (PJP^) ^ The same basic design was a part of ^last year's program in 
whiah case all parents involved in ttie progrMi received a monetajry stip- 
plement for each meating attended. This year, in order to determine the 
affect of the mpnay as a form of motivation # parents at one , center re- 
ceived money <Bertel T. Winder) while parents at Ryan Head Stwt Center^ 
received no money* • 

The priinary purpose' of parent program #1 ,was .to involve parents in 
an ongoing program of teaching their own children language concepts . that 
directly supported the content presented to. the cjiildren in the classr 
room. The parents learned the language curriculum ^as well as teqhniques 
to use with their children, that su^plementer the language teacher' 
presentatioh in the classroom* ^ ' ^ ^ , , 

The first of nine rteetings served to orient' the parents as to the 
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TABLE I 



i . ..guaga Class I 

Parent Progrffla 11 
(liitli Money) 


BERTEL T. i'/INDEE %i S> 

Enriehment Class II ' 

Total Samply 13 

Parent Program (12 

(With Monsy) ' 

EP , 
2 


IIETEL T. WINDER H, S. 
Enjiehmant Class III 
Total Sample 13 
Parent' Program 12 
(With Honey) 


BERTEL T, WINDER H. S. 
Language Class IV 
Total Bainpli 11 
Parent Program l2 
(I^ith Money) 


BERTEL T. WINDER H, S 
Control Class V 
Total Sample U 
Parent Prograin (Nona) 




... , ^ y. 

, i 1 



CISC HEM START CENTER 
Lanpaga Class I 
Total Sample 12 
Parent Program (None) 
L 



Language Class II 
Total Sample, 11 
parent Prograin (None) 
L * 



mm HEM' START CENTER 
Language Class I 
Total Saipla 12 
larent' Prograui II ' 
'"■(Without Ho^ey) 

•Hi . 



RYAN HEM START CENTER 
Control Clais II 
Total Sample' 11 
Parent ProgrMi. None); 



mm HEAD START CENTER 
Enrietaent Class III 
Total Sanipla 7 
parent Program 12 
(Without toniy) 

^^2 ' 



%m IAD START CITER 
inricteiint class IV 
Total Sample U 
Parent Program 12 , 
(Wthout Money) 



EM 'HEAD START CENTERi 
Language Claii V 
Total Seple 13 

(Without Moniy) 



SOUTH BATON MUGE HEAD START 
Enrichmitit Class I 
Total Sisipla ,18 
parent Program (None) 



SOUTH BATON ROOGE "HEAD iM' 
Enrictoint/Cliis II 
Totll SMpli >■ ' 

Patint Prggriin (None) 

1 , ^ 
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functions and practices of Head Start and general pre-school education. 
The esgentiai objectives werei 

1, To provide a warm* non-thraatenlng laarning situation. 

2* To motivate parents to participate in the classroom. 

3. To arouse interest in the learning procesG* 

4, To present the role of the supervising adult in one typical 
pre--sGhool activity. 

Parent educators , following an outline constructed by the staff of the 
Evaluation and Research Centers at Southern University and the University 
o^ Hawaii^ were able to introduce and project ideas and methods which 
directly correlated with the initial research design. 

Clay manipulation while- role-playing was the activity of the first 
meeting • The rationale behind the use of clay was that it provided sen- 
sory eKparience and it offered an intermediate ptep to symbolic repre-- 
sentation. The parents were also told how they could use clay manipula- 
tion effectively with their children. This same agenda for the first 
meeting was used by both parent groups regardless of treatment (igith or 
without monetary supplement)* This agenda included the following: 

1. Introductory remarks by parent educators, 

2. Sxplanation of the progr^ and anticipated parent meetings • 

3. Suggestions from parents as to the weeks for parent meetings 
and possible times * 

4. Role-playing. 

5. Formal introduction of the parents to the entire group. 

In the other eight (8) meetings the parent educators were involved 
in teaching the effectiveness of making flour and salt dough and collage 
materials. They also stressed role-playing in which the parents played 
the role of the child in the l^mge corner and also sxohangad roles in 
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playing language-strengthening games. 

The objectives of parent prog rain #1 emerged as follows i 

1. To determine ways in which parents might teach their children 
at home* 

2. To analyz;© massages, motivation and feedback in a taaehing 
situation* 

3. To estahlish an ataosphere of learning together as parents 
and staff members. 

4. To give parents the experience of teaching each other. 

The maaning of these objectives was intensified by the use of a 
series of 16inm films prepared ^ the Uniyersity of Ha^ 
"Helping Head Start: Parent Teaching,'* by Jean Fargo. The content of 
the diBCussions and supplementary activities were dependent upon the 
task and objectives of the individual language teachers. 

Parents worked with their children for at least ten minutes per day 
at home in a prescribed lariguage activity . These lessons were selected 
to reinforce the classroom teacher's language lesson content and those 
supplementaryl activities %^ich were directly related to language-strength 
ening * , / 



Records c 
kept by the pa 
pictures, read 



f assignments and independent language activities were 
rents concerning the following categories i Looking at 
ing a story, books or inagazines, conversing with the child, 
playing a language gmiB (suggestions for which were offered in parent 
meetings by th^ parent aducators) , and sharing in activities that re- 
quired verbal exchange. The intent and range of these activities were 
left to the discretion of the parents. Gold stars placed on a master 
chart at each parent session were used to Indicate how each parent 
actually TOrkeJ with ^er child. Therefor^, the activity involving 
looking at a picture book might have fifteen to twenty stMS, one for 
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each child, posted in the appropriate section for each week. Thus, each 
parent was able to see how her work compared with the work of other par- 
ants in the program, h similar type of reinforcement was ,used daily by 
the language teacher as a means of rcv;arding each chilwl for good ' 
guage work in the classroom - 

Jeronie S. Brimer's^ plan for cognitive growth was used as a guide 
for parent program #2, Bruner assarts that cognitive development moves 
from the inactive or active through the iconic or image to the symbolic 
or word* Parent program #2 was designed to provide background infOCTia- 
ti n principles of child development and child-rearing practices, Th 
three basic procedures used with parents of Head Start children involved 
in this program werei 

1, The establisment of rapport and involvement through the use 
of art activities. 

2* The establishment of interpersonal relationships and individual 
development through the use of audio-visual materials and group 
discussions, j 

3, The sharing of experiences through exchange of child-rearing 
practices j and ways of coping with specific related problOTis* 

Meeting number one (1) followed the s^e agenda as that of parent 
progrm #1. Siaphasis was placed on parents developing skills that would 
increase their effectiveness as classroom volunteers. Monetary supple- 
ments were also awarded to those parents who had been previously designa 
ted as recipients. This money vjas also dependent upon attendance* The 
attendance roles also showed that those parents receiving monetary sup- 
plements attended more meetings, 

^Jerome S. Bruner, "The Course of Cognitive Growth," American 
Psychologist , 19, pp. 1-lS, 1962. ' - 
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Th© content of the successive eight (8) neetings revealed the 
essential dijfferences between the two programs. The parent eduoators 
provided parents with methods of understanding early childhood davalop- 
luent and child-rGaring piacticeF.. They strengthened their objectives 
through the use of movies and assorted activities. The films included, 
"The Umbrella", ^'Children's Emotions", ''Creative Art", "Fears of Chil- 
dren-', "Poems Can Be Fun", Jamie i Story of A Sibling's "frustrating 
Fours and Fascinating Fives", and "Helping Head Start #4" part of the 
series by Jean Fargo. A slide, "How Babies Are Made", was shovm which 
evoked a very good discussion* The parents later created a booklet 
"Questions Children Ask About SeK." With Uia aid of this booklet parent 
educators and parents were better able to discuss this important subject. 
The purposes of the discussions after each film was to get parents to 
realise the importance of the following i 

1* helping children get along with their pears 

2, understanding the developmental levels of children 

3, understanding problems in social relationships among children 

4, undarstanding their roles as interpreters for their children 
During the meetings parents were engaged in many activitiee. These 

activities were prepared by the parent educators as a means of projecting 
the objactives of parent progr^ #2, These act witias Included the making 
of flour and salt tough, during which time the pajcents made various objects 
out of the clay-like majcture. The parent educators also gave the ,"how and 
why" of using paints as an art activity. The parents participatihg in 
this session shared in the miKing of this home made pairft. Many of the 
activities involved the use of paper materials, i.e., flowers from crepe 
paper, nursiiry rhyme booklets, booklets on "^est ions Children Ask ^ut 



Sex," and wall plaques out of egg caruons. 

The monthly meetings were preaented in three steps s 
1. AS a means of atrengthening cominunication an-l providing par- 
ents with the means of sharing specific activitiea with their 
children, ^ Media was used. Thera were different treatmenta 
for the pai-ant groups but the basia activities were the eame. 
HoweverV the parent groups moved at different speeds thereby 
different emphasis for the group as a whole were used in ac- 
cordance with its individual members. 
The specific goals of this step were basically the same as pro- 

scribed for last year; 

a TO facilitate parents recognition of the value of in- 
herent order as it relates to the development of children. 

b. To facilitate parents recognition of the value of art 

experiences as a vehicle for discovering, exploring, and 
sharing their feelings. 

c To facilitate parents recognition of the need to accept 

variation and uniejTienesB in human development and potential. 

2. Visual art, music, and audio-visual materials were used during 
the second stage. These activitiea were enjoyed by the parents 
as stimulants for group discussions. This also provided the 
parent educators with tools for showing parents within the 
group how best to develop closer intra-family relationships. - 

3. The final step used by the parent educators involved direct 
confrontation with problems related to parental guidance and 
child-rearing practices. As a means of developing practical 
solutions to these problems, hypothetiaal and real situations 

, were presented by the parent educators and parents for use in 
role-playing situations. These sessions allowed parents to 
seek better ways of solving problems and to broaden their 
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perspective in the use of acceptable child-rearing methods. 

Parant educators in pareftt prograins 1 and 2 sought to make pwr 
ents cognizant of the nead to develop an awateness of the importance of 
better and more effective language usage by themselves and their chil- 
dren. They also encouraged parents to become aware of problems in 
early childhood developnent and realize that there are alternative so- 
lutiona to these problems. 
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Clasg^^^ 1 ^^^iaP^^^ as - Enrichment class twoV Chi recaivad 

a anriptoient treatmenti parents racaived 

th© ^nrichmant treatment. 

Class -iW^ 5 Dsflifl^^^^a as ^^1 - Language class onei Children receivad 
^- ^ ^ language treatment i parents received 

language treatoant* 

Cla^g ^ p0 3 b^-idrJ^^^a as - Language class two: ChildMn received a 
- ~ language treatmanti parants raceived tha 

i^^nguage treatment* 

Class ^ Desi^^*^^^ ^ - ConWol class i Children were tested but 

a j^eaeivad no treatment i parents were not 

j^i^volved* 

Claag r^^p& S as ^ - Enric^ent class ^ children receivad an 

^ gnriclment treataenti parents were not 

j^jivol ved , 

Class tv^^ ^ besid^'^^^a as ^ LaJ»g^^ge class i Children received a 

language treatmant; parents ware not 
j^yj^olvad. 
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BThTlSTlCJSL ANINLVSIP 

An analysis was performed on the change from pre -test to poBt-i:est 
for all catorforles of the VJesGhler Praschool and Primary Scale of intelligence 
and the Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Mulities, The analysis was done 
lining the least squares analysis for unequal subclass nunbers to evaluate 
the effoctof the six (6) programs, parent participation in three programs^ 
interaction between program and participation for those three programs 
where participation of parents was included and the ef f cct of pra--score 
(pre -test perforipanee) on the amount of grov;th (change ) frorr» pre to post 
test. Orthogonal comparisons were made among the programs and in the 
interactions in order to more completely describe possible differences 
among the program^i. Because of the children's beina grouped into classes 
within program, the variation among classes within program was partitioned 
out of the error terr^, ' 

VERBAL SCALE SCORE (TOPSI) 
An analysis of variance revealed that pre^core had a higlily signify 
leant effect on this variable, (F m 50,06, d,f, a 1/151, p, ^ ,01). There 
was a highly significant difference between the programs, (F = 16.19, d*f. = 
5/151, p^,01) y?ith the control being highly significantly inferior to 
the average of the treated groups (P ^ 42,31, d,f, = 1/151, p^-01). The 
enrichment and language programs were superior when parents were not ^ ncluded 
(F m 25.97, d,f. ^ 1/151, p^ .01) . In addition, the language program was 
superior to the enrichment program when parents were not included (F ^ 10.69, 
d,f , ^ 1/151, ,01) , 
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PERPOPJ'iANCE SCALED SCOHE {tTppsi) 
There was a significant difference between progiama (F = 10. 79^ d.£. « 
5/151, p<.01) with tho control group being significantly inferior to the 
treated groups (F « 19.66, d.f. = 1/151, p<.01). The children performed 
significantly better in the language and anriehment programs when parents 
were not involved (P = 9.11, d.f. « 1/151, p<.01). The language progranis 
were superior to the enrichment programs (F « 18.51, d.f. = 1/151, p<.01), 
and the language program where parents were invited to participate in a 
language parent program vras superior to the language program where parents 
were invited to participate in an enrichment parent program <F ^ 16.90, 
d.f. = 1/151, p< .01) . 

FULL SCALE SCORE (WPPSI) 
The effects of pre-testing were highly significant as it related to 
the scores obtained in the post^testing (F = 28.6fl, d.f. " 1/151, p<.01). 
There v/as a significant variation among programs (F e 15.51, d|£. - 5/151, 
p^.Ol) with the control group being highly significantly inferior to the 
average of the treated groups (P » 41.40, d.f. ^ 1/151, p<.01). Children 
involved in language and enrichment programs scored significantly higher 
on this subtest when the parentB were not included (P i« 16.51, d.f. * 1/151 
p^.Ql). In addition, when parents ware not included in the program, the 
language program was superior to the enrichment (F. ^ 9.14, d.f. 1/151, 
p<.Oi), and the language program was superior to the^^entichment program 
Vfhen parents were InvolveTl (F * 7.79, d.f. = l/lSl, p<.01). 
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lOTOKIATIOM SCALED SCORE (VJPPSl) 
The pre-score obtained had a signifiaant effect upon post performance 
(P = 23.44, d.f. = i/15i, p<.01). There was a sinnifioant variation among 
the ciassas that partioipated in the programs (P = 3.09, d.f. = 8/151, p< 
.01). A significant variation among programs was found (F = 14, 9B, d.f. 
= 5/151, p<.01) with the control group being signiCicantly inferior to 
the average of the treated groups (F = 31.70, d.f. - 1/151, p <.01) . The 
programs involving parents were significantly inferior to programs not 
involving parents (F - 20.57, d.f. - 1/151, p<.01). t"hen parents were 
not involved, the language program was superior to the enrichment pro.3ram • 
(F - 25.25, d.f. = 1/151, p <.01) . 

VOCABULARV SCALED SCORES (TOPSI) 
pre-scoro had a highly significant effect on post performance (F - 
103.06, d.f. ^ 1/151, p<.01). The control group was significantly infe- 
rior to the average of the treated groups (P ^ 9.08, d.f. - l/lSl. P <.01). 
Parental participation interacted with EP2, LPi^ and LPj. There was a greater 
difference between children of pjArticipsting parents of the enrichment 
class (EPj) anrt children of non-participating parents of the language 
classes (LPi, LPj) than there was botween children of non-participating 
parents of the enrichment class (EP2) and children of participating parents 
of the language classes (LPi, LPg) ■ <P - d.f. =1/151, p <.01) . 

ARITHMETIC SCALED SCOHE (TOPJI) 
An analysis of variance revealed that fere- score had a highly eignif- 
icant effect on this variable" (P = 86.58, d.f. =1/151, p<.01). fhere 
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was a gignificont effect derived from the interaction 1 ,4 ,6 vs 2,3,5 which 
revealed a greater difference between children of nQn-participating parents 
in the anrichTnent prograiti and participating parents in the .language pro- 
grains than between children of participating parents in the ertrichment 
program and non-^partieipating parents in the language programs* ft signify- 
icant variation was found to exist betv^een the programs (F m 9,99, d.f , ^ 
5/151, p<.01) with the control group being significantly inferior to the 
average of the ^>^ated groups. Children performed significantly better on 
this variable when the parents were not included (F - 13,81, d.f*^ 1 /151# 
P<,01), but when parents were included, the enrichment class was signif- 
icantly superior to the language classes (F ^ 11,11, d,f* ^1/151, p<*01). 

/ 

/ ^ 

Pre-score as it relates to post performanoe, had a signifiaant affect 
{F » 186.07, d.f. = 1/151, p <.01). The interactional effect 'of 1,4,6 vs 
2,3,5 was sicfnificant (P = 9.4S, d.f. ^, 1/151 , p <.01) . It reveale that 
the difference v/as greater taetvfeeri the children of participating parents 
in the enrichment program and children of non-participating parents in 
the language programs than it was between children of non-oarticipating 
in the enrichment prpgratn and chiWran of participating parents in the 
language programs. Some variations among classes were significant (F = 
■8.27, d.f. ^ 5/151, p<.01). The control group was significantly inferior 
to the average of the treated groups (F = 21.58, d.f. ^ 1/151, p<.01). 
The children parformed significantly higher when parents were not involved 
in the trea^nent (f"« 12.69, d.f. = 1/151, p=<i«i).. 
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COl^iPREHENSION SCALED SCORE^ (^•TPPSI) 

An analysis of varianca revealed that pre-score had a significant'^. 

effect upon post performance (F ^ 112.71, d<f, ^ 1/151, p<,.01). There , ^ 

were signif leant variations among the classes tiiat partici^tad in the * 

\. . ^ 

program (F ^ 5.22, d.f, ^ 8/151, .01) . In^ifittansl effects were signif-^ 

icant (F m 15.22, d.f.^ ^ 1/151, p<^.01). This showed the differenae between-/ 

children of non-partici^ting parents in the enriolmient prpgram and those . \ 

~ ^ ^ ^ 
^df participating parents in the language program to be greater than the 

'aifference between chiiaren of participating parents in the enrichment 
program and those of non-participating parents in the language program. 
The children of participating parents performed significantly better on 
this variable (F ^ 10.17, d.f. - 1 /ISl, p ^01. There was significant 
variation between the programs(F ^ 6.82, d.f. ^ 5/151, p<.01) with perfor- 
mance being significantly greater where parents were not included (P m 15.07, 
d.f. = 1/151, p^.Ol). / 

ANir'AL HOUSr; SCALED SCOPE (WPPSI) / 

The pre-score obtained had a significant effect upon/po.^t-testing 

/ 

(F - 44*01, d*f* « 1/151, p<.ni). Variation among progiams was signif- 
icant (F » 4*92, d.f. « D/15i, p<.01)» The control g^oup was signif- 
icantly Inffcirior to the aver.iye of the treated groups/ (F 11*55, d.f, ^ 
1/151, p<.01). For prograres Involving parental participation# the enrich- 
mont program was significantly inferior to the language prograns (P -8.74, 
d.f. ^ 1/151, p^.Ol). 
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' PICTURE COMPIiETIOM SCALED SCORE (t^PSI) 
The effects of pre -testing wera significant aa It related to the scores 
obtained in the post-^testing (F ^ 52,95, d,f. ^ 1/151, p <.01) . Variatione 
among prograins v;^r^ -irjnif icant {F ^8*16# 4*f- ^ 5/151, p<.01). The 
control class was significantly Inferior to thte average^ of ^ the treated 
groups (F - 25,34, d.f, ^ 1/151, p ^.01) , Performance on this variable 
was best for programs Involving no parental participation (F ^ 9,39, d,f. 

m 1/151, p <.0l), ^ 

HAZES SCALED SCORE (V7PPSI) 
An analysts of variance revealed that only pre-^testing had an effect 
upon poat-teBtinq IF ^ 22,10^ d.f, ^ 1/151, p^ .01) , 

GEOMETRIC DESIGN \BCALED SCORE <^TpPSI) 
The results denoting the change in the sum of geometric design scale 
score as reflected by an analysis of variance revealed pr^score had a 
highly significant effect on post-score results (P ^ 65. &0, d,f* * 1/151, 
p^*01). The variation among classes within program was significant 
(F s 3,47, d,f. m a/151, p^.Ol). Participation of parents had no effect 
noif did it interact with KP2, lp^^ and LPj* A highly significant difference 
occurred between the programs, with the control group being highly signif- 
icantly inferior to the average of the treated groups. However , from a 
comparison of EP^, L^i. LP2 vs 5,G, a higlily significant difference was 
found when parents patftiaiwated (F ^ 0.14, d.f. » 1/151, p<.01). In 
addition, the l^inguago program is highly significantly superior to the 
onrichmQnt program i-^hen parontB are included {F - 10.50, d,f. m 1/151^ p< 
.ni), l^lBo, children of parents pArtiaipatlng in performed signifi*- 
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cantly better than children of parents partlcipatino in EP^ (F » 7.34, d.f. 
s 1/151* p^.OX). Tlss interactional effect among the participating 
parents of EP2 and the non-participating parents of LPi and LPj highly 
significantly inferior to the interaction among the non-participating 
parents of EPj and the participating pdreiits of LPj^# tPg = 10.73, d.f. 
s 1/151, p^.Ol) . . - 

BLOCK DBSIGM SCALED SCORE (TOPSI) 

pre-score had a highly significant effect on this variable (F ^ 92.fiO, 
3 a 1/151, p<.01). The variation among classes v?ithin program was 
also significant (F - 2.72, d.f. - 8/151 , p <.01) , Parental participation 
had no effect on this va,riabl8 nor did it interact with Epj, LPj^ and LPj. 
In addition, the language and enrichment progranis were highly significantly 
superior when there were no parents involved: (P 11.90, d.f. « 1/151, 
p^.Ol). The effect of overall usaga of prograws also had a significant 
effect on this variable {F » 4.27, d.f. ^ 5/151, p<.Ol). \ 

\ 

I SUM OF RAW SCORES PROPATED (VJPPSI) 

i An analysis of variance on the total 3\m of prorated ravf seoreB 

of the mPSl showed that pro-score had a highly significant ef feet ^n this 
variable (F m 20.64, d.f. ^ 1/151, P<.01). It was also found that there 
was a significant variation among classes within prograna (P - 3.76, d.f. 
- B,'151, p^.Ol). Also, there was a significant difference between the 
programs with the average of the treated groups being inferior to the 
control (F - 4.60, d.f. - 5/lSl. p<.Ol). A highly flignlflcant difference 
was found beto»een EPj and LPj , LPj with the language parent program biing 
highly Btgnificantly Buporior to the enrichment parent program (P » I6.0a, 
d.f. »" 1/151, p<.01). . , 
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PSYCHOLINGUISTIC AGE IN .MOWTHS ITPA 
(Sasod on prorated su:^ of rav/ scores) 

The only significant P found in the psyGholinguistio age in months 
of tha ITPA was in the classes within progr^s (F ^ 8.00, d.f. ^ 8/lSl^ 
p<*Dl), parent participation had a significant effect on the programs. 

AUDITORY ASSOCIATION SCALIP SCORE (ITPA) 

A highly significant P was obtained from a least' squares analysis 
of variance on the pre-score effect on this subtest of the ITPA (P ^ 31.63, 
d.£.|^ 1/151, p<.01). There was significant variation ariong classes with- 
in program (F ^ 3.34, d.f. = 8/151, p<.01). There was no interaction among 
EPj, LP^ and LPj and parental participation had no significant effeat,^ 

VERBAL IXPRESSION SCALED SCORE (ITPA) 
The variation ainong classes within program had a highly signifiaant 
effect on this variable (F ^ 4-09, d.f. ^ 8/151, P<*01). Also, the effects 
of pre testing was highly significant as it related to the scores obtained 
in poit -testing (P ^ 53.90, d,f. ^ 1/151, p<.01). There were no other 
significant differences found in the analysis of variance performed on this 
variable. 

An analysis of variance was also performed on the ten categories of 
responses in Verbal EHpressioni Labels, colors, Shapes, Compsoition , 
Function, Major Parts, ^ Niunerosity, Other Characteristics , Parson, Place 
or Thing, and Comparisons, The analysis of the ten categories now follow* 
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LMEL CCATEGORY ITPA) 

The results obtained on pre*score performance had a highly significant 
effect on poBt-score results (P m 121.95, d.f* ^ 1/lSl^ p<.01). 

T^TO ortiiogonal comparisons of the effect of parent partioipation in 
programs showed highly significant differences. It was, found that there 
was a positive interaction aMng non'-particlpating parents of BP2 and 
participating parents of LPj and LP^ as opposed to the participating parents 

of EP and the non-participating parents of LPj^ and LP^ „ 22,98, d*f * ^, 
2 ^ 

1/151/ P <*01) . The second comparison showed a greater interaction between 
the non-participating parents of LP^ and the participating parents of 
LPj than the participating parents of LP^ and non-participating parent! 
of LP^ (F = 18.11* d.f. ^ 1/151, p^.Ol), 

/■■ 

COLOR (CATEGORY ITPA) 

On this category of the ITPA pre-score had a highly significant effect 
on post-score performance (F ^ 182.11, d,f. ^ l/isi^ p4*01). 

The only significant orthogonal comparison found was the interactional 
effeGt of parental participation in and non-partioipation in LPg being 
highly significantly suparior to the interactional effect of no parental 
participation in LP^^ and parental participation in LP2 (F - 15.56, d.f. « 
1/151, P4..01) . . 

SHAPE (CATEGORY ITPA) 
A hi-rfhly significant variation among classeB within program was found 
for this category of the ITM CP - 31.80, d.f. - 8/151, p <.01) . Again, 
pra-scora had a highly signif leant effect on poat-ioore results (P - 36.03, 
d.f. ■ 1/151, p^^.Ol), A significant difference ma found when parents 
wore involved in the progrnmo as opposed to when they were not involved 
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/ 

(F ^ 8,87, d,f. ^ 1/151, p^*01)* A second orthoganal comparison revealed 
a highly significant difference between the enrichment parent program 
(BPg) language parent programs (LP^, LPj) * ^ith LPj^, LP^ ^^i^^ 

suparior to EP^ (F ^ ©'^S, d,f. ^ 1/151, p<,01), 

COMPOSITIOH (WTEGORY ITPA) 
The fnteractional effect among the participating parents of EP2 ^nd 
the non-participating parents of LP^ and LP^ was sighif icantly less than 
the interactional effect of the non-participating parents of EPj and the^ 
participating parents of LP^^ and LPj (F ^ 15-19, d.f* ^ l/lSl^p^ .01) • 
^Iso, there was a significantly greater interactional -effect between the 
non-participating parents of hWi and the participating parents of LP3 than 
the participating parents of LP^^ and the non-participating parents of LPa 
(P - 32. 58^ d.f. ^ 1/151, p<*01). 

FUNCTIONS (CATEGORY ITPA) 
The only significant P found for Funotions in toe ^verbal eKpression 
svihteat of the ITPA was for pre-score effect on post-score performance 
(F = 58.66, d.f. ^ 1/151, p^.Ol). 

MAJOR PARTS (CATEGORY ITPA) 
On major parts of the ITPA pre'score performance had a highly signif- 
icant effect (P - 2122.64, d.f. - 1/151, R<,01). mere was not a lignif* 
icant variation among classes within prograpis on tots variable (P - 
d.f. « 8/151, pp.01). However, orthogonal cempiriBons of 1#4,6 vs 2,3,5 
showed that the interactional effect among non-partiQipatlnf paronts of 
BPj and the participating parents of and LP2 more flignificant , 

than participating parents of EPg and non-participating parents of LP^ 
and LPg CF « 37.97, d,f. ■ 1/151, p <.0l). 
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trOMEROSMY (CATEGORY ITPA) ' 
Rn orthogonal comparison ot the interactional effect among 1,4,6 vs 
2,3,5 for this variable showed that non-participating parents of EPg inter- 
acted more with participating parants of hV^ and LP^ than did the partici- 
pating parents of EPj with the non-participating parents of LPj^ and i^^ 
(F ^ 116.68, d.f. « 1/151, p<.01). In addition, there was also a signif- 
icant interactional effect between the participating and non-participating 
parents of LP^ VB^ (3,6 vs 4,5), (F - 47.51, dif. - 1/151, p<.01). 
Pre-score had a highly significant effect on post-score results (F ^ 517.27, 
d.f. = 1/151, p<.01). 

COUPARISON (CATEGORY ITPA) 
The only .f^if leant F on this cateoory was the pre-score effect (P " 
89.63, d.f. = 1/151, p<.01). 

• . OTHER CHARACTBRISTICS (CATEGORY ITPA) 
The Interaetional effect among 1,4,6 vs 2,3,5 for this variable showed 
that non-participating parenta of EPj interacted more with participating 
parents of LPj^ and LP^ than did the participating parents of EPg with the 
non-participating parents of LPj^ and LPj (P ^ 54.63, d.f, * 1/151, p<.01). 
Also, the participating parents of UB^ and non-participating of LPj inter 
acted greater than the participating parBnts of LP^ and the nQn-partlclpating 
of LPi (F - 16.76, d.f. t" 1/151, p<.01). pre-score had a hi|p.y signif- 
ieant effect on post-acoro eoBults (P - 61,67, d.f. - 1/151', p<.01). 
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PERSON, PLRCE OR THI.NG (CATEGORY ITPA) . 

on this variable, the enrichment program was highly significantly su- 
perior to the language program with no parental oarticipation (P ^ 8.58, 
d.f. = 1/151, P .01). Pre-score had a highl^ significant effect on post- 
score results (F » 43.98, d.f. ^ l/Ul, p<.01). 

mmm of DiPFERBwr categories of credited pjispomses 

(CATSGOBV OF ITPA) 

Pre-score was the only significant F reported (P ^70.81, d.f. - 1/151, 



p<.oi) 



CHnONOLOGlCAL AGE IN MOOTHS 
The chronological age at time of testing showed only one significant 
P on a least squares analysis of variance. Pre-score had a highly. signif- 
icant effect on post-score results (F - 10.92, d.f. = 1/151, p<.01). 
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FINDINGS 

The Initial research design as set forth in the 1968^69 Southern Uni- 
versity Evaluation and Research Center Annual Report concentrated on tiie 
effeats of two separate and distinct programs-slanguage and eMictoent. 
This year,, however, there was an att«npt to measure the followingi 

1. the performance on certain test and subtests, of a 
control group as opposed to those groups receiving 
the language or the enrichment program, 

2. the effects of parental involvement in either program 
(language or enrictoent) and no parental involvement 
in either program* 

3. the over-all effects of the two basic programs, 
(language and enriclunent) wito no parental partici- 
pation designed, 

4. the effects of the enriahment parent progrmn two (EP^) 
as opposed to thm two language parent programs (LPj^ 
and LP2) * ' 

5. the effects of language parent program one (LPj^) as 
opposed to language parent program two C^^Pj^ ' 

6* the effects of overall parental participation as 

opposed to non-participation regardless of treatment, ^ 
Also tested were th# interactions between^ 

a. the enrictoent and language programs and 
participation, 

b* the type of language program (LP^, LP^) and 
par t io ipa t ion • 

7. the effects of the pre-scores obtained in pre-testing 

on post-tait performance Involving the same tests and sub- 

tests* 

8. the effeats of marked variations among classes (anfl. teachers) 
within the pr^ram on test performance. 
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the a^^^ inenti^"*^ &ig^^ categories of comparisons were stated 

effo^* add ^^^*lty ^"^^ interpretation oC the data subjected 
to a Uaac-^^^^area a'**^Vsis ^ariance> The analysis assessed the rele- 
vance of trea^**^^s aS ^^^V relate to the various programs and also to 
<=hild^^" ^i^d patf*"^^ ii^oi^^ in those programs. 

^ ^^^Mlt of anaiy^^*' it found that for all variables » 
Pr#^'°^*e had * htghlS' Significant effect on post-score results. 
«*s\oC^ ^at tt»*®^ chil^'^*^ ^ho performed well during the pre-test 
tender to duri"^ Wst-*^^^ing. ' 

VJhen ^""^ varia^^°*^ amon^ °l*sses within programs was partitioned out 
the er^^^ teain/ £0^''^ highly significant for most variables 

tested, ^pia sugge^^^ that ^'^^^ chil**^^ did have essentially the 

bag^^ ^'^ills a^'^ ^heir ^^°^h was dependent upon growth within the 
progta^ aJ^"^ ^ith ^*^%iWt**^ teachers and the intellectual capacities 
ot the chi^^^^h. 

As ^^porte^ ^^st ye*'' Parental participation seemed to have no 
^^««=t no^ it i^*^*^«ct ^^^'^ EPg, I'Pi and 1^2. 'Signif decant F's were 

for ^**^^Uage tnrie*^®*^* parent programs. However, mora signifi- 
cant p.g ^er^ jo^jpd the ^^^^Suage patent programs than for enrichment 
parent pr^^*^^. ir» f*^itior>' language program *ra8 superior to the 
e'^ichmen* Program par^"^* ^ere hot Included. 

The ^*"^ol g*^"^ Was H^^^^^V sWnieieantly inferior' to the average 
the tr^*^^ grou?^ U ye ^"^^3,5,6) all sub-testa used of the 
WPPS3;, tH* °^htroJ- ^*«up aignificantly superior to the 

treated g^^"fe8 on t*** *Uin of P*o-rated raw scores of the WPPSI. In 
a^«lition, ^'^ the jT^^ ^he a**"® general trend held true where significant 
F'B Were ^''^^^a. 
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Pollowir^ are general findings of this study, 

1. There was essentially no difference among language 
and enrichment progranis when parents were included. 

2. The language prograin was superior to the enrichment 
^ , program when parents were not included. 



3. The control group' r porfor. anca vas infasior to the 
perfonnance of the groups receiving treatanentB. 

4. Parental partipipation did not have significant 
' influanae on the outcoma of the total prograin. 

There was a signit it variation Miong/Olaises 
within programs on lu^iSt variables tested* 
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TABLES 1-49 




ERIC 



52 



4 A 



SU'^ OF SCMI ICQ^. ■ 

Analysis of VanangiJ^ 

Deoreis ' ^^^^ of | 



total 



P. 



Pri-Scori Effect 



EErer 



C VS treats . ^ f,^'^' ' ' ■ i 1084.13 , 1084.13 25.97* 

^l|M^; ■-I ■ !f 

2 vs 3 '• 
ParticiDation ve FQn'Fift. 



. ^'^ " ■ ...HH..H.«..NQn^Mt; 1 10.16, J0.16 0.96 



Proarafp x Pirticimtion 


' ■ ■ ^ . i : 


J,21 ■ 37.61 


0.9D 


J llcells 1,4,6 vs 2,3(5. 




■ 113,51 113.11 ; 


2.72 
LOO 

i 


J cells 3,6 ys 4 ,5 


.1 


11,83 ^1.83 


' 1 elaps/Freqram 


8 / 


§39,20 67.^0 


L61 



2089.81 2089,81' ^50,06* 



P 0.01 

' ! 
' I . ' * 

1, intifaction Nito'fein DWgrm tp (^^^^ 

h .Interaction Mmm type of lanpigi progrm (LP^j ip^) m partlolpatien. 

3. Due to cBiWren biino growed into slaeses witMn ^ variition 
. awfl daBses within proOT (incMinf viriit^on iinong tiich^^ 
^ .prewiri) wai partitioned out of thi irrer tim b'ordir, to mm i i^ors 
jffieient evaluation ipionf triitesnts. 



1-2 

Analysis of Variance Tablo 



Source of ''drkt ion of FreQcioni Squrtrna ?mm P 



TotaJ 


IbB 










E 

1 


5439 ^13 


1007,99 


15,98* 


4 vs 1,2,3,5,6 


1 


29 5?, 6a 


2957. 6[j 


43,44* 


i , £ , J V J •> , U 


1 


1564.12 


15G4.12 


22.97* 


5 vs 6 


1 


853J2 


' 853,72 


12,54* 


1 vs 2,3 


1 


,50 


M 


.01 


2 5 3 


1 


.8S 


.89 


.01 


participation vs Non-Part. 


1 


55,42 


55,42 


: .81 


"f'^'oqram K Participation 


n 


15L15 


UA 


^ 0,21 


ll cells 1,4,6 vs 2,3,5 


I 


214,47 


214.4? 


3.15 


2i cells 3,6 VS 4,5 


1 


98.52 


93.52 


1.45 


31 Class/PrograBt 


B 


642.14 


80.27 


^ 1,18 


Pre-Scora Effect 


1 


4554.50 


4554.50 


66.09* 



Error 



151 



10230,90 



68.09 
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PERFORMANCE SCALED SCOp (WPPSI) 



Analysis of VarlaiUe Table 





Degrees 


Sim of 


Mean 




Source of Variation 


of Frefldoffl 


Bquarei 


Square 


F 


Total 168 


Proqranis 


5 


2789.29 


557.86 


10.79* 


4 vs 1,2,3,5,6 


1 


iUio. JO 


iuibi Jo 


IQ fiA* 
is. 00 


1,173 vs 5,6 


i 


470.87 


470.87 


9.11* 


5 vs 6 


1 


14L60 ; 


141.60 


2.74 


1 5 2,3 


1 


956.78 


956.78 


18,51* 


2 VS 3 


1 


873*70 


873.70 


16,90* 


Participation va Non-Part. 


1 


4,39 


4.39 


.09 


program x Participation 


n 


230.36 


119.18 


2.31 


1; cells 1,4,6 vs 2,3,5 


1 


258.23 


258.23 


4.99 


2| cells 3,5 vs 4,5 


1 


168,22 


168.22 


3.25 


3; Class/Pragrai 


6 


538,01 


67,25 


i,30 


Ire-Sccre Effect 


1 


1128,19 


4128.19 


2LB2* 


Error 


151 


7806, 45 


5L70 
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1-4 



PERPOR'PCE Wi SCOPI (^H^PSI) 



Source of Variation 


Aniilysis 6f Variai 

Degrees 
of FrccdOiii 


ice Tasift 

Sum of 

Squarfis 


Mean 

Squares 




Total 


168 








Praqranis 




5403.88 . 


1080.78 


11.01* 


4 vs 1,2,3,5,6 
1,2~3 vs 5,6 
5 vs C 

1 V3 2,3 

2 vg 3 

Participation vs Non-Part. 


i 

1 

1 


1890.63 
1098.18 

355.39 
1672,44 

174.41 
14.13 


1890.63 
1098,18 
355.39 
, lp2. 44 
174,41 
14*13 


19.25* 
11.19* 

3.62 
17.04* 

1.78 


Prograrn x Participation 
11 cells 1,4,6 vs 2,3,5 
?i rsl 3,6 vs 4.5 


6 

1 
1 


400.03 

525.48 
377.77 


243 4B 
525.48 
377.77 


2.48 
5,35 
3.85 


3[ Class/Prograffl 


8 


953. 56' 


119.20 


1,21 


Pi*e''Score Effect 


1 


2540.19 


2540.19 


25.88* 


Irror 


111 


148.10.30 


98.15 
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1-5 



FULL SCALE SCORE (WPPSI) 



Sourca of Variation 


of Freedom 


Sum of 

Squares 


Mean 
Square 


F 


Total 


ProgrflFJ 


5 


10867.85 


2113.57 


15.51* 


1,173 vs 5,6 
5 vs 6 

1 VS 1,3 

2 vs 3 

Participation vs Non-Par t. 


1 

I 

I ' 
I 

1 

1 


S800.28 

Till fiC 

1281.31 
1091,51 
138J9 
31.11 


5800.28 

1281.37 
1091.51 
138.99 
31.11 


41.40* 
16 51* 
9.14* 
7,79* 
.99 
J2 


Program % Participation 
riCalls 1,4,5 vs 2,3,5 
2lcglls 3,6 Vi 4/5 


2 

1 
1 


599.45 
641.62 ' 
496.66 


299,12 
647,62 
496.85 


2.14 
4,62 
3.55 


3| Class/Prograiti 


8 


1239.11 


161.139 


, 1,15 


Pre-Score, Effect 


I 


4018,10 ' 


4018.10 


28,68* 


Error 


151 


211S7.10 


140.12 


/ 
/ 
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10 EQUIVALENT OF FULL SCALE SCORE (MPPSI) 
, ?.nalvsis of VarLinea Table 



Degf ees Sura of . Mean 

Source of Variation of Freedom SquariB Square 



Total 168 

Programj 5 5615 J9 1123.06 



4 vs 1,2,3,5,6 i 3034.99 3034,99 

Wn%i 1 115L57 U61.5? 

5vs6 1 716. ?9 716, ?9 

1 W3.21 523.21 

2^3 '1 72.74 72.74 

Participation vs fton-Part. 1 19,55 19.55 



Prograin x Participation _ 2 310.11 155,05 

I cells 1,4,6 vs 2,3,5 1 356.40 356.40 

2j cells 3,6 vs4,S 1 245.45 245.45 

jlClagg/Prograiii 8 628.09 78.51 

Pri-Score Effect 1 2144.57 2144.57 



m "11139.82 73,77 
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INFOWION mi SCORE (WPPSI) 

Jnalysis of ^^ariance 



Degrees Sura of Maan 

Source of Variation of Freedoin Squareg Square 





1S8 








Prograing 


5 


272,51 




8.04* 


4 vs l,2ii,^,i 
1,2,3 vs 5,6 

5 vs 6 

2 §3' 


1 


32.88 

iM 
.03 


32.68 
80,23 
5,02 _ 
.03 ^ 


26.11* 

iM 
11.84* 

M . 

.00 


Participation vs Non-Part, 


1 


2.26 


2.26 


J'3 


ij cells 1,4,6 vs 2,3,5 


2 

1- 


8.84 
1.50 


4,42 


0.65 
.22 


2| cells 3,6 vs 4,5 


1 


19,10 




2.82 


31 Glaas/Prograin 


1 


230,48 


. 28.B1 


4.25* 


Pre-Score Effect 


1 


196.64 


\ 

198. '^4 


29,32* 


Error 


151 


1023.12 


6,18 
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INFOfflATION SCI^LED SCORE {Wm] 
Analysis of ^'arian;? "able 

Degrees of 
source of Variation of h^m Squares 



Total 



Programs 



4 n l,2,3,SiS 
1,2,3 Vi5,6 
5 vie 

1 £ 2,3 

2 \^ 3 

Participation vs Non-Part, 



3| Ckss/Prograai 



168 



418 J? 



1 , 177.09 

1 UAM 

1 , 142.91 

1 0,99 

1 0.00 



Prograni X Participation ,2 1,22 

li calls 1,4,6 } 

Iicdls 3,6 vs 4,5 '1 ^'0^ 



138,28 



mmwm w^. icohi {wni) 



Source of Variation 



prograins 



4 vs 1,2,3,5,6 
1,2,3 vs 5,6 
I n 6 

1 n 2,} 

2 vs 3 

Participation vs Non-Part, 



Prograi x Participation 
I cells 1,4(6 v| 2,3,5 
I cells 3,6 V|T,5 

31 Class/ProgrMi 



Prg-Score Utmt 
aror 



Degrees 
of Freadoin 

16S 



I 
1 



in of 

ipris 



2S4.36 



110.51 
11.98 

131.38 
4.33 
9.32 

L55 



16.S5 
. 54.45 
.22 

169,68 



10E6.22 



Haan 
Sfiare 



151 



mm 



11.98 
. 13L38 
4p33 
9J2 
IM 

" B,42 
54.45 
.22 

21.21 

1056,22 
9,40 



5.63* 

11. ?6* 
1.28 
13.98»' 
.46 

Ah 

OM 
5.79 
,02 

2.26 ' 
112,39* 
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mmmn scaled mm [wni] 

Analysis of Variance fable 
Digriis Sun of 



Hean 



Sourci of Variation 




of Fretdoi 


Sprei 


Span 


F 


Totil 16i 


Prograii 






39.88 


1M 


2,50 


4^1,2,3,5,6 




i 

1 


23 J§ 


28.99 


9.08* 


1,2,3 vs 5,6 

5 vs 6 

2i3 

Participation vi Non'^lirt, 




1 


5,65 

16 
.00 

2.81 


Lis 
5.66 
.16 
,00 
2.81 


• Jo 

LI? 
.36 
.00 

.88 


progrffli x Participation 
Ij cells 1,4,6 ^ 2,3,5 
ll cells 3,6 vs 4j5 




2 

1 
1 


16.30 
MM 
2.21 


a. 15 
38.79 
2.21 


2.55 
12.14* 
.69 


3! Class/Program 




8 ' 


46.96 


642 


L92 


Pre^SGore Iffect 




1 


329J2 


329,12 


103.06* 


irrcr 




151 


482.23 


3.19 
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a^TTflM^Tr RftS SCORE [W^u) 
Analyiis of yariinei fell 






?niif Hi of Vif iition ' 


# *=i i - 

of fmcm 


3\1 of , 


Iquari 


F 


Tetal ' 


m 




■ 




Flu A Fn^ 'I fli P 


5 


183.84 


■J 

36.77 


5.11* 


4 «e 1 1 1 1 fi 


. r 


69,26 


69,26 


10.95* 


^ VS Liif^f^f^ 

5 Vi 6 


1 . 
1 


.23 
70,45 


.23 
70.4S 


.04 
11.14* 


1 2.3 


1 


21,26 


21.26 


3.36 


Participation vs Non-Pirt, 


1 

1 


7.13 
2 21 


7.13 
2,21 


1,23 
.35 


Prograra x Participation 
1 cills hASnl,},^ 
iiealls 3i6 vs 4,5 


2 

!• 
1 


li.82 
65.39 
1.6? 


7,91 
65.39 
1.67 


1.25 
.26 


3i Class/Prograi 


6 


104.0? 


13.01 


2.06 


Prf-Seori Effect 


I 


3196,78 


3196,78 


505. 30* 


Error 


111 


9S§,30 


6.33 
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ARITHMETIC SCALED ICOl (WPPSI) 1-12 
^nalyiii of Variance Tabla 



Degreii . ' Sum of Mian 



Source of yiriation 


of Fresdoni 


Squares 


Square 


F 


Total 


158 






1 


Progrimi 


5 


245.53 


49.13 


9.99* 


4 n 1,2,3,5;6 
1(2,3 vs 5,6 

S vs 6 

lvg2,3 

2 vs 3 

Participation va Non»Part> 


j 

1 


9^.36 
87.90 

1.79 
54.62 

2.64 
4.94, 


92.3! 
67.90 ■ 
7.79 
54.62 
2.64 
4.94 


18.78* 
13,E1* 
. 1.59 
11.11* 

54 

' l.do 


Prograri k Participation 

"il ..11. 1 j > « fi F 

Ij cells 1,4,6 vs 2,3,5 
2] cells 3,6 vs 4,5 


2 

1 
I 


41,07 
■ 73.30 
2.68 ■ 


20,53 
73,30 
2.68 


4.18 
14.91* 
,54 


3|Class/PrQfrani 


B 


40,82 


5.10 


1.04 


Pre-Score Effect 


1 


425,70 


425.70 


86,58* 


Error 


151 


742.44 


4,92 
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siHimiTiis im icon imt). 

Analysis of Variance Table 
Soum of Vamtion of Freedoni^ iprsi 



Total 



Progranis 

4 # 1|2,3,5,6 
l,y vs 5,6 

S !i ^ 
1 vs 2,3 

.Partisipation vi Iton-Pirt, 



Profrain x Participation 



3) Class/Program 



7' 
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168 



238.42 



1 145.12 

1 31.05 

1 38i2 

1 12,12 

1 S.43 

1 36,30 • 



2 11.89 



llcelisl,4,Svi 2,3,5 I ^'08 

2jcells 3,6 vil,5 1 3.08 



8 92,36 



Pre='Score Effect I \ 938.10 



151 1354.24 



ilMmRITlSS SCALED SCORI (HPPSI) 
Inilysii ef.Vitianci Table 



1-14 





Degrees 


Sum of 


Mean . 




Sourcs or variation 


of Priidofii , 'i 




Spri 










/ 


Total 


168 




■ 




Prograifii , j ' 


1 


169.03 


. 33,81 


8,21* 


i 

4 vs 1?2,3,5,6 1 


I 
1 


88.14 
, 11.86 


88.14 
51,86 


21,58* 


i^y vs 5,6 ^ , 
5 vs 6 ' 
1^2,3 ' 

Participation vs fJon-Part. 


19J1 


19.91 


4.8? 


i 
1 

1 , ' 


?.12 
,93 

Lie 


1,12 
1,18 


' ~ '729 


Prograi x Participation , 
1| cells 1,4,6 vs 2,3,5 , 


2 

1 


9,31 
38,62 


4,66 
38,62 , 


L14 
9.41* 


2|cflllsMvs4,5 

3 1 rlagi/ProGraM 


1 

8 


•96 

43.89 


. .96 
5.49 


L34, 


Pre-Score Effect 


J 


160.54 


160,54 


186,01* 


Mot 


ISl 


611.18 ^ 


4.09 





71 



.80 



ERIC 



Source of Variation 



Total 



Prograras 



4 vs l,2,3iB,6 
1,2,3 vi 5,6 

S VI 6 i 

1 vs 2,3 

Participation n Non-Part. 



Prograir. x participitidn 
■ llcfiUs 1,4,6 vs 2,3,5 
Ij cells 3,6 vs 4,5 



3| Class/Proqrai 



Pre^Score Effeet 



■COPHEHEjlSIOfl m SCORE (WPSI) 
■ Anilyiii of'Varianca Table 



Digrses/ 
of Fjigtoai 



168 



Sua of 
S^aras 



146,99 



3.73: 

^ 3.24. 
10.91 ■ 

91.38 



3?. 22 
61.36 
4.63 

521.49 



933.05 



Error 



151 



1480-.01: 



81 



ERIC 



COTREHEMSION SCALED SCORE (WPPSI) 1^16 



Analysis of ^^-irlance Table 





Degrees 


Smi of 




Mean 




irce of Variation 


of Freedom 


Squares 




Square 


P 




168 












5 


112.75 




22 


6.82* 


^ vs 1,2,3,5,6 


1 


25,28 






7.65 


1.2,3 5,6 


1 


49,79 




49.79 


15,07^ 


5 vs 6 


1 


18.98 




18.98 


5,75 


1 v3 2,3 


1 


14.98 




l^i,9B 


4.52 


2 V3 3 


I 


.89 




.89 


.27 


ticine^ion vg Non-Part. 


1 


33.60 




33.fiO 


10.17* 


qtam K Participation 


2 


14,71 




7.35 


2,22 


1 Cftlls 1,4,6 vs 2,3,5 


1 


50.28 




50.28 


,15.22* 


2, cells 3,6 vs 4,5 


1 


ai 




,11 


.03 


lass /Program 


e 


138.14 




17.27 


5.22* 


-Score Effect 


1 


372.44 




372.44 


112.71* 


or 


151 






33.04 





i 

84 



I 



ERIC 





BMh HOUas M sec 


IRE (WPPSI) 




I'll 




Analysii of Varianca Table 








DegriiS 


Ell of 


Mean 




Source of Variation 


of Freedoin 


Squarii 


Square 


F 


Total 


168 








Pronrams 


5 


3469,08 

■ ■ — 


693,82 


5.19* 


4 VS 1,2,3,5,6 


— ■ ■ --^.^ — 

1 

L 




1120,18 


8.39* ■ 


1X3 ys 5,6 


1 


mm 


691.02 


5.17 


5 n 6 


1 . 


10.42 


10.42 


.08 


1 VI 2,3 


I 


I9?3i3 


1913.63 


I4.ia* 


■ 2 VS 3 


I 


100.49 


1D0U9 


.15 


Participation n Non-Part/ 


1 


29.21 


29.2/ 


.22 


Prqgrani x Parti,cipation 


2 


198,04 


99.42 


.14 


11 cells 1,4,6, VS 2,3,5 


1 


213,14 


21jj4 


1.60 


% rfi] 1 Q 1 fi 4 ^ 


1 


121,87 


121 S? 


91 


jj liass/frograiii 


8 


???.30 






Pre-Score Effect 


1 


2B11.69 




21M* 


Error 


151 


20118.53 


113,63 





85 



ERIC 



IIMAL HOUSE SCALED SCORE (IPSI! • 

Hi 

Analysis of Va riance Table . 



' Piigreas Sn of ^ ' ' Meaii 

Source of Variation- of Freedoffl Squarsi ' ' Square i 



Total " ' IM' 

Programs 5 ^ 123,76' 2i75 4.92* 



6 

4 vs 1,2,3,5,6 , 1 5B.16 " 58.16 11.55* 

l,i;'3vs 5,6 -1 ;4.58 ^ 4.58 .9^ 

5v£5 ■ 1 ' ( 1.61 1,61 IM 

1 vs 2,3 ^ 1 43,9? 43.99 

2 5 3 1 6.33 6.83 1.35 
ParticipSion vs Non-Part, 1 - 0.00 0.00 0.00 



Prograw x Participation 2 5,44 '2,12 0.54 

1; cells 1,4,6 vs 2,3,5 1 23.03 23,03 , 4,58 

. 1 cells 3,6 vs 4,5 ■ 1 .52 ' ,52 .10 

3,Clais/Prograra 8 26.^6 , 3.32 ,66 



Pre-Score FIffect 1 221,54 221.54 44.01* 



' Error i 151 760,14 5,034 



88 



^1 



ERRORS MD OMiSSIOHSi ATOL HOUSE (WPPSI)' u]q 



Sourco of Variation 


Analysis of Variance Table 

Degress M of , 
of Frsadom Squares 


Mean 
Square 


F 


Total 1^8 






333.67 


66.73 


5,34* 


4 vs 1,2;3,5,6 


1 


117.2^ 


117.24 


9,39* 




1 


45.6? 


45.66 


. 3.66 




1 


13 55 


13.56 


1 09 


1 n 2,3 


1 


194,94 


194.94 


15.61* 


2 vs' 3 




M 


.05 


.00 


Participation vs Non-Part. 


-1 


M 


.82 


,07 


Prograni. x Participation 


'2 


3.11 


1.56 


0.12 


rcolis 1,4,6 vs 2,3,5 


1 


32.09 




2,57 


2jCQlls 3,6 vsT,5 


I 


4,63 


u63' 


.37 


3; Class/Program 


8 


§0.04 


U.26 


,90 


Pre-Score EffeGt 


1 


1966.09 


1966,09 


157,44» 


Error 


. 151 


1885,67 


12.49 





5 

90 

8:) , ^ 



TIMlNSlCOWl MfflL HOUSE (IPSI) 



hmlpu of Viriance Table 



Degrees Sum of Ian 

Sourca of Viriation of Freedoni epres Square P 



Total ^'^^ 

programs 5 imm . 5249,39 24? 



4 vs 1,2,3,5,6 1 2014.08 20liO8 M 

hWn%^ 1 123,5? 123.5? .05 

Sva e 1 ,., ! 3823^9 3823,49 1.58 

li2,3 I, 14436.20 14436 jO 5.96 

InJ ' . ' \ 6118.06 §118,06 2,53 

Partieipation n Non-Part, 1 lOL?? iqij] ^42 



Prograi!! x Participation 2 38B0,66 1940,33 ,80 

1, cells 1,4,6 VS 2,3,5 1 J006,9I 30Q5J4 1,24 

1. cells 3,6 vs 4,5 1 3015 J2 3015.22 1,58 

J Class/Program 8 25634.41 32Q4J0 1.32 



Pre-ScQre Effact 1 i8B2?/i,6.^^ mmM ll.W 



Error 



iSl 365872.21 i422.99 
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PICTURE COMPLETION M SCORE (WPPSI) 
Analydg of Vsriance Table 







/ ^Wm nf 

1 yUill vL 






Source of Variation 










Total 




i 






riocjraiiis 


5 


M 32 


?5 66 


6.17* 


4 VI 1/2^3/5^6 


1 


253.01 


253,01 


20,64* 


1(2,3 vs 5,6 


1 


if! B1 


16.81 


1J7 


5 VS 6 


1 


13.46 


13.46 


1 .10- ■ 


1 vs 2,3 


!■ 


75J6 




6,18 


i VS J 


1 








'Participation vs Non'-Part, 


1 


.64 


'.64 


.05 


Prograw t Participation 


2 


UM 


7.42 


0.61 


J cells 1,4,6 vs 2,3,5 / 


- 1 




37. 07 


3.02 


I cells 3,6 vs~4J 


1 


^ 2,i6 


2.16 


.18 


■31 Class/Prograi 


8 


146.04 


18.26 


L49 


Fre-Scors Effect . 


1 


^C3.13 


408,13 


33.29* - 



Error • III' , 10SL17 12.26 




, \ 

i 


PICTORE COi-'PLETIO'!l SCALED 
ta^ lysis of Variance 

' • — • - • - -11 1 11 II 11 11- •• 


acoES (ifppsi) 

Table 




,1-22 

? 


Source of Variation* 


ireedoi 


* 

Suin of 
Squares 


Mean 
.Square 


\ 

f 


Ootfll 


168 








Prof rains 


5 


238i50 


\ 41.10 


8i75* 


4 vs 1,2,3,5|6 


1 


, 137J1 


i 

131J1 


,\ I!. 34* 


1,2,3 n 5,6 
5 vs 6 
1 vs 2,3 


1. 
1 


■ B1.09 
.67. 
30.15 


' .51.09 
, -SI 
30.15 


.12 
5.55 

. i 


2 § 3 

Paftiaipation vs tlon-Part, 


1 

I 


1,18 

.00 


1 IP 

: .00 




Prograin,: x Participation 
11 cells 1,4,6 2, J, 5 
•li cells 3,6 vi 4,5 


2 

1 
i 

r ■ 


11.16 ' ' 

.11 


S.88 

.11 


/ 1.08 
' fi 98* 

.02' 


3i Ckss/Prograiti ■ ; ' 




■50J3 . ■ 


U.31 


LI? 


Pre-Score Effect 




288,18 ^ ' ' 


288.18 


52,95* 


Error ' . 


151 1 


BSLIf 

j_ A - - ,- ^ 


' ^ 5.44 





9J 
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mm m score (wppsi) 

Analpis of Variance Table 



1-23 



Source of Variation 



DGgreee 
of Freedom 



Suiti of, 
Squares 



Maan 

Square 



Total 



4 vs 1,2,3,5,6 
1,2,3 vs 5,6 
5 v£_6 

1 vs 2,3 

2 i3 
ation vs 'I 



3iClass/Proqraiii 



Program x Participation 
1;' cells 1,4,6 vs 2,3,5 
2| cells 3,6 vs 4,5 



150,06 



L40 
23J4 
13.44 

4.10 
91.88 



.70,27 
77,10 
49.15 

306.12 



30.01 



1.40 
23.74 
13,44 

4.10 
9L86 
19.58 



35.13 
77.10 
49,15 

39.52 



1,84 



Pre-Scorg Effect 



82.58 



82.58 



,09 
1,45 
.62 
.25 
5.63 
1.20 

2,15 
4.72 
3.01 

2.42 

5.06 



Error 



151 



2465,57 



16.33 



' ' mm SCALED SCORE mm 

Analyais of Variance Table 



Source of Variation 


Degrees 
of Freadotl 


Sum of 

Squares 


Mean 

: Square 


F 


Total 


168 








Proqraiiis 


5 


■ 60,62 


12,12 , 


■ 1,83 


4 vs 1,2,3,5,6 
lf2,3 vs 5,6 j 

5 vs 6 

I vs 2,3 

Participation vs Won-Part, 


1 

1 ' 


.2] 

35.30 
.19 
. 4,11 
14. ?4 

loo 


.21 

35.80 
.19 

4.11 
14,14 

1,00 


.03 
Ul 
'.03 

.62 

2,23 
1.06 


Prograni x Participation 
2Jcells 3,6 W1,S 


2 

1 
1 


21,11 
31.00 
10.48^ 


13.89 , - 

51,00 

10.48 


2.10 
1,73 

U58 


3) Class/Profrasi 


8 


89.72 


11.21 


1.69 


Pre-Score Effect 


1 


146.31 


146.31 ■ ■ 


22,10* 


Error 


151 


loooAe 


6,623 





99 



I 
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GEOMETRIC DBSIGH SAW SCORE (PPSI) 



1-25 



Source of Variation 



4 vs lf2,2,l,h 
1,2,3 VS 5,6 
5 vS'-6, 
1 ^2,3 
^ 2,vs 3 



Participation vg Non-Part. 



Prograffl x Participation 
1 cells 1,4,6 vs 2,3,5 . 
i cells 3,6 ^4(5 

3 Class/Program 



Pre-Scora Effect 



Analpis of Variance Tablg 



DegreeR 
of Freiidoni 



.168 



Sun of 
Squares 



365.68 



6L41 
297,0^ 

9,23 
617,38 

2.77 

4.30 



67.02 
135.81 
17,65 

386.40 



5540,43 



Mean 
Square 



173.14 

61,41 
297.05, 
9.23 
611.38 
2.T7 
4.30 

33.51 
135,81 
17.65 

110,80 



5540.43 



Error 



151 



4540.82 



30,072 



5.75* 

2,04 
9.88* 
.31 
20.53* 
.09 
.14 

1.11 

4.'52 
,59 

3„d8* 



184.24* ■A 



ICi 
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\ 



1 i 


GEOMETRIC DESIGN 


SCALED SCORE (PPSI) 

Ttir'ji ^nHl A 




. 1-26 


I 


Analysis of 
Degrees 


vaiianLie laiJie 
Sum of 


Msan 




bourns 01 v&iiauiuu 


of Freadoffl 


Squares 


Square 




Total 


159 










S 

' • - - — — 


22L09 


44.22 


8.14* 


i -- T ^ ^ £ & 






42.25 


' 3,80 


1^2,3 Vi 5/6 


1 




38,51 


.4? 


5 vs 6 


1 




14 50 


9.75* 


1 vs 2,3 


1 


106.40 


9.90 


19.58* 


2i3 


1 


39.91 


19.29 


7.34* 




1 


5.63 


5,63 


1.04 ' 


Program x larticipation 


' 2 


29.25 ■ 


14.63 


2.69 


I cells Ii4j6 vs 2,3,5 


1 


53.28 


58,28 


10.73* 


?i cells 3.6 vs 4,5 


1 


3,71 . 


3,71 


.682 


J Class/Program 


8 


150.92 


18.87 


3.47* 


Pre^Score Effect 


1 


356.46 


356.46 


65,60* 


■/ 

Error 


151 


820,43 


5.433 
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i 


BLOCK DESIGN 


^ iCOFI (WPSI) 






Analysis it V 


ariinci Tails 






, Dagrsea 


Suni of 


hm 


Source of Variation 


of Freeta 


■ Squaris 




Total 


168 






Prograins 


3 






4 V§ 1,2,3,5,5 


1 


29.38 


^9.38 


l,2',3vs5;6 


1 


3.90 


3.90 


5 vs . 6 


I 


88,32 


88.12 


1 ys 2,3 




133.?2 




2 vs 3 


■ 1 ' ■ 


24,07 




Participation vs Non-Part, 


1 


1.69 




Prograin X Participation 


i . 


13,31 , = 


6.6§ 


I cells 1,4,6 vi 2,3,5 


1 


28J8 


28J8 


1 cells 3,6 vs 4,S 


1 


.00 


^ .00 


) Class/Program 


8 


144.33 


18.04 


Pre-Score iffect 


1 


619.94 


619,94 



Error ; 151 ■ 2553,58 1%M 



V 



BLOCK DESIGN SCALED iCORI {tPSD 

Analvsil of Variance Table 

Degrees Sun of 

' Source of Variition, of Freedoi Squares 

Total , ,'• :■ 158 

'Programs /\, - 5 , f, 114. G9 ' 

4 vs 1,2,3,5,6 • 1 15.22 

■ 1,2,3 vs 5,6 ' » ■ 1 . S3 jo 

5^6. ' ■ 1 3,29 

"■^ Ivs 2,3 ' = . :^ ' 1 ' 15,31, 

• 2 vs 3 . " I .01 

^I^a^ticipation Non-Part; ' 1 - 16,13 



PrpgrcM x Participation 2 18.08 

i cells 1,4,6 vs 2,3,5 1 , 56,08 

I cells 3,6to"4,^ 'I' • 1 .70 

$ Class/Prograi = 8 US, 65 



'PrHcora Effect = 1 ' '497.44 

" ^"^^ ' ' ^ _ ^ 151 ' 811.15 



Squara F 



Total 168 



Progriis ' ' 5 1310.62 ' / 262,12 6.32* 



4 ^ 1/2,3,5,6 




' \ aai ; 




.15 


" 1,2,3 vs 5,6 ' 


1- \ 


95.19 ^ 


95.19' 


^2.31 


i vs 6 


. ' 1 ■ 


/ 320,20 


320 jO 


1,12* 


1 n 2,3 




■ 936.25 


936.25 ^ 


22.5S* 


2i3 - 






25,10 


,61. 


Participation vs Non-Pirt. 


1 


.15 


.15 . 


.00 


Pro|raPi x Participation 




21.93 


60.96 


1,41 


: Icills 1,4,6 Vi 2,3,5 


1 


18.28 


ia.28 


,44 


1 cells 3,6 vs 4/5 


1 ' 


.64 


,64 ■ 


. .02 


1 Claii/Prograiii 




21.90 


115,99 


2,80* 


Pre-Sceri Effect 


I " JO 




1089.56 


26.28* 



tow ' ' m 6260.61 ^ 41.46 



SUM OF mimnh TOfm (iippai) 

Analysii of ^iriinca labia' 

, DigriiS ^ MqI 

Mm of yariation ■ of fm&m Sprei 



SUM OF inCOREl; ■pROMlD (IPII) 
Milpii of Variance Tabli ^ 
Degriei M of • 



iourci of Variation 




of Friedoi sprei , ., sqwre 




Total 




'168 




Prograiii 




. y 22233.68 ■ ' ^441.14 


■ . 4,SD» 


4vsi,2,3j5/6 
1,2,3 vs 5,6 

5 vs 6 
■ 1 VB 2.3 

2i3 

Participation vs Kon-Par 




1 255,33 255.33 
1 .3551,5? ' 3551.5? 
1 3916.19 3916.19 
A 15540.52 15540,52 
i . " . 193.29 . ?93.29 
1 89,90 ; 89,90 


■.26: 
3.61 
4,05 
16,00* 
,82 ^ 
.09 


Progr am x Participation 
1 cells 1,4,6 vs 2,3, 
leells 3,6 Vi 4,5 


5 


2 359?,43 1198J1: 
1 ^ ' 200,96 200,16 
1 ■ 123,86 '123.86 


1.86 
.21 
,13 


t Ciaas/Prograii 




8 29095.60 3636,95 


3,?6* 


Fri-Score Effect, 




1 miM imiM 


^ 20,64* 


^^"^ 1^1 14M33.01 966.44 



lit 

ERJC 



112 



. Mlyiii of Vari ance Tabla 

Dafreii Sii gf Mein 

mm of Vination of Freeioi ■ Spres . ■ , Squiri 



Total . wa 



Programs 


5 


2833.68 


m,U 


4 vs 1,2,33,6 


1 


11,35 


11J5 


1,2,3, vs 5,6 


, 1 


3313 J5 


3313.35 


§ VI 6 


1 


76,60 




lvs2,3 


1 


500,69 ^ 


100,69 


2vi3 




330,11 


338jSl 
3B3y4 


Participatioi! vi te'Pirt, 


1 


3831,24 


Prograni it Participation . , 


i 

r 


5560.5? 


2980.23 


J cells 1,4,6 Vi 2,3,5 


I 


1119.91 


. 1219.91 



Iwlls 3,6 Vi,4,5 1 . \ miM 13§5.38 

J Class/Progrii 0 16282.51 2035,31 



PrHcore Effect 1 144.45 li4.^5 



ISI 180053.46 1192.41 



*Prorit?i m of raw scorei 



MDOTUSaOClOTW eCOEE (M ' 

, Myiii of Variance Table ^ , 

Decrees Sm of ■ Mean „ 

Source of Viriitisn of freedom Spree , equara - F 



4 vs 1,2,3,E,6 1 , 3]J0 ^ 31J0 2.97' 

1,1:3 Vi5,a 1 91.65 91.i§ 

Svs G ' 1 ' 311.13 m,I3 . 20.12* 

IV5 2,3 , ' . I 155,34 14.80* 

2 S3 1 71.23 ■ 11.23 . 6.?i • 

Participition vs Non=Part. ^ 1 21.14 ,^ 26,14^ 2.49 



Prograi X piEtiqipatlon ' 2 8,68 ;4,34 ••i41 

I cells 1,4,6 vi2,:,§ ^ 1 IM IM .IB 

5 cells 3,6 ^4,5, 1 : . m in - .26 

' 1 Class/Frograw ' B ' 2e?,?9 ^ ■ 3E,9J ' ■3.43*' 



i" i ■ : , 

PrHcora Effect ' 1 1?0,51 ' ' 110.51 16.25* 

Error , 151 1534,85 ' ■ lOJO , ^ 

. • .■ , 

* 



Source of %iition " ; ofPreedef, Jprei - ipM 



mm . ' , ^ § ^Wiai 1602.22 

' ■ ■ : ^ . ■ . I M . ^ r M il - - - 



4 Vi 1,2,3,5,6 , . 1 ■ 1203.75 1203 

1,2,3 Vi 5,6 ' 1 ^ ' jMM mM 

5vs6 ^ 1 ■ 3?0.5f 310,69 

^li2,3 ' .1 56i3 

,2 i 3 ' 1 ^ 2182.41 2102.41, 

Participition vi Wart, 1 613S.03 6136,03 



kograw K farticination ^ 2. 716^34 3132,1? 

1 ceUrl,4,6 VI 3,3,5 ' 1 836.88 836.80 

ieelli 3,fi vil,5 ' . 1423,16 - W23,W 

J CllSi/Proarafi 0 41185.41' ^ 5185,68 



Pre' Swre Effect . . ' 1 : 1561.68, 6i61.68 



'iTO . ■ 151 : "360?16,ir : r- - 2381tS2^' 



i .Source of Variation 



xTotil 



, ., 4 vs 1,2,3,5/6 * 
1,2,3 5,6 ^ 
5 Vi 6 
1 'n 2,3 

Partrcipation vs Non-Part. 



Pragrain x Participation, 
{ cells 1,4,6 V| 2,3,5 
1 cells 3,6 Vi 4,S 

'"I Class/Progrwii 



SCALED !COSE {im 
Anilysii of Variince Table^ 



Digret§ 
of Freedom 



161 



i 
1 



Sun of 

Squarss 



Pre^'Score Effect 



1 



4^2.26 

' 52.89 
3J6 

'143,03 
• .53,99 
48.06 

6,41 

1.27 
12.10 



1121.88 . 



96,45 

^2,89 
' 3.96 
208.61 
143,03 

Be. 99 
'48 .of 

3.20 
1.27 

12,10, 

Ua.ei 

1121.88 



Error 



5356,58 



35.47. 



Malysis of fariance Table 



.1-3S 



Source of Viriation 



Total 



Ptoarains 



4 vs i;2j3;l,6 , 
1(2/3 vs 5/6 
S vs 6 

,l,ii2j'3 . 

2 vs 3 

PartieiDation ,ys Mon-Part. 



Prograiii x Participation 
: ,;f cells lji6 vs 2,3,5 
I calls 3,6 vs 4,5 



3; Class/Prof 



Degraes ■ 
■of Fraedoi 



168 



Stm of 

Squari, 



Mean 

i 

Scfuare 




202,28 



40,46 



1,92 



1 . ■ 


1113.60- ■ 


^^^'Ul3.60 


.35 


,1 


1106,08 


U05,08 




1 


6335. m.' 


6335,10 ■ 




1 


* mum 


20354.86 


6.41 . 


1 , - 


3083. SB 


■ 3062.88' • 


.97 


1 ' • 


223L3?'^ 


2231.31 


.70 


1 


'74.90 , . 


31,45 


,1,78 ' 


1 




.5407.09 


' 2,02 


1 


468.54 


4fi8,54 . 


■ .1^ 




■1' . ■ 



ERIC 
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VERBAL EKPREBSION LANGUAGE AGE SCORE (I TPA) l-U 
Analysis of Variance Table 



Degreey Sum of Mean 

Source of Variation of Frsadom Squares Sqiiare F ' 



.Total 168 



Prograinj 5 _ _ 2^88.1? 117.63 .39 



4v3L2,3,S,6 1 100. 100.53 .08 

Irl3vs 5,6 1 ,363.27 363.27 . L03 

5 1 . 79,27 ■ ' ' 79.27 .82 

1 vs 2,3 : I 317.09 " 317.09 .24 

Jvs3 , 1 1M.47 ' 154.47 .12 

Participation vo Kon-Part. 1 981.32 ■ 981.32 ' .74 



Prograin X Participation 2 7969.21 3964.61 3,02 

refills 1,4,6 vs 2,3,5 1 . 1917,64 i^i^j^ 1.45 

a'Cfills 3,6^4",5 1 ■ ' ■ ' 1265.70 126U8 .96 

Klass/Prograin ' ■$ m,n 3984.61 ^ 3.01 

PrHcore Effect - ; ^ i ; ' 14258.15 , 1425B.15 lo.eo* 



% ■ . 199420.97 ,y .1320.67 





VEML EXPRESSION SCALED SCOBE (ITPA) 




1-37 












Analysis of Varianee Table 








Degrees 


Sum of 


i 

Mean 




Source of Variation 


of Frefidom 


Square.? 




F 


Total 


168 

A \j '-J 








Progranis 


5 


n2j3 " 


111 tci 






1 


33.24 


33.24 


1.40 


1,2,3 VI 5,5 


1 


54.14 


54.14 


1,95 


5 vl 6 


1 


Jl 


.31 


.00 


1 n 2,3 


1 


40.61 


40.61 


2.10 


2 n 3 


1 


15.62 


15.62 


.31 


Participation vs Non-Part. 


1 


40,85 


40.06 


1.45 


Progi:asi x Participation 


1 


7.95 


3.98 


.14 


1 cells 1,4,6 vs 2,3,5 


1 


18.45 


ia.45 


.66 




1 


.94 


94 


03 


1 Class/Prograni 


8 


919,08" 


114.39 


4,09* 



Pre-Score Effect 



mi,84 



151L84 



53.i0* 



Error 



151 



4235,20 



.05 



ERIC 



m 



mm (iTPA) 

Analysis of Variance Table 



1-38 



Degrees Sum of Mean 



Source of Variation 


of Preedom 


Squflras 




F 


Total 






i 




Prograins 


5 




1.42 


1.42 


4 n 1,2,3,5,6 


■i 

I 


4.15 


4,15 


4.14 


1,2,3 vs 5,6 


1 


.15 


.15 


.12 




1 


.07 


.07 • 


.07 


1 vs 2 3 


1 
t 






1.59 


2 i3 


I 


LIS 


1,15 


1.15 


Participation vs Non-Part » 


1 


L54 


1.54 


1,54 


Prog X Pirticijation 


2 


1,02 


.51 


.51 


i s 1,4,6 Vi 2,3,5 


1 


23.03 


23.03 


22.98* 


|cl. z 3,6 714,5 


1 


18.14 


18,14 


18.11* 


,1 Class/Progr^ 


8 


12. ?2 


1.59 


1.59 


Pre-Scora Effect 


1 


122.17 


122.17 


121,95* 


Error 


151 


151J4 


1.00 





123 



COLOR iim) 



Anaiysli of Variance Table 

i 



i 


Degress 


Sum of 






Source of Variation 


of Freedom 


Squares 


Squate 


F 


Total B 


Pfograins 


5 


18.79 


1% 


2.57 


4 vs 1,2,3,5,6 


1 


,00 


.00 


,00 


1,2,3, vs 5,6 


1 


5,90 


5,90 


4.03 


5 vs 6 


1 


4.00 


4.00 


2.73 


1 V£2,3 


1 


.52 


.52 


.36 


2 vs 3 


1 


5.62 


5.62 


3.84 


Participation vs Non=Part, 


1 


.08 


.08 


.05 


Prograiii x Parti,Gipatioii 


2 


2.19 


1.10 


.75 


J cells 1,4,6 vs 2,3,5 


1 


,23 


.23 


ae 


i eelli 3,6 va 4,5 


1 


22.78 ■ 


22.70 ' 


15,56* 


S Ciais/Prograin 


8 


IBM 


3.50 


2.39 


Pre-Score Effect 


1 


266.52 


266i2 


182.11* 


Error 


151 


220J9 


1.46 





ERIC 



130 



SHAPE (ITPA) 



Analysis of /ariance Table 



Degrees Sui of Mean 



aourcs 01 variatjon 






Square 


F 


Total 


168 








^\ mm ^ »a «i mm ma 

Prograini 


5 


20*53 


4,10 


4J5 




1 


3.79 


3,79 


4.02 


1,2,3 vs 5,6 






8.37 


B,87» 


5 6 










1 vs 2,3 




6, So 


6.55 


5J6* 


, 2 Vi 3 










Participation vs Ijon-Part. 


1 


4,04 


4.04 


4.28 


Program x Participation 


2 


,04 


.02 


.02 


1 cells 1,4,6 vs 2,3,5 


i 


1,38 


1.3B 


7 83* 


? cells 3,6 ^ 4,5 


1 


9.75 


9.75 


10.34* 


^ Class/Program 


8 


29,90 


29.90 


31,80* 


Pre-Score Effict 


1 


33.91 


33J7 


36.03* 


Error 




142.35 


0.94 .■ 





er|c 
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COMPOSITION (ITPA) 
lie of ViriancQ Table 



1-41 





Digriss 


Sn of 


Mean 




Source of Variation 


of Fteedoni 


SquarGS 


Square 


P 


Total 


168 , 








Progranis 


5 


3,73 


.74 


1.52 


4 vg 1(2,3,5,6 




1.61 


1.61 


it 43 


1^0 Vio5,6 


1 


1.82 


1.82 




■ vs/6 




,58 


.58 


1.75 


i vs 2,3 


\ 


,h 


.11 


.23 


2 vs 3 




.13 


.13 


;27 


Participation vs Non-Part, 


1 


3.05 


3,05 


6.23 


prograra x Participation 


2 


.72 


.36 


.73 


J CfiUS i/lfO VI 4hiJ 


1 
i. 


7 44 


7.44 


15,19* 


1 cells 33 vs 4,5 


1 


15.96 


15.96 


32.58* 


i 

1 Glass/Prograni 


8 


3.48 


.43 


,8? 


pre-Score Effect 


1 


37,35 


37.85 


77.26* 



Error 



151 



73,9E 



0.4i 



FUNCTIONS (ITPA) 





Analysis of Vai 


riance Table 








■ Degraes 


m of 


i 

Mean 




flniifr^ of yapiatiQH 


of Freedom 


Squares 


Square 


P 


Total 


168 








Prograriii 


5 




1L46 


1J7 


in 1,2,3,5,6 


I 


M 


,64 


.08 


1,2,3 VI 5,6 


1 


• 1.01 


1.01 


.12 


5 vTfi 


1 


15.03 


15,03 


L80 


.1 VE 2,3 


■ A 


42,04 


42.04 


5.02 


2 vs 3 


1 ; 






.05 


Participation vi Non-Part, 


. 1 


12.66 


' 12.66 


1.51 


rrggiflin Jv faititipai'ioii 


c 


27 43 


13 71 


1 64 


i cills l*4j6 vg 2,3,5 


1 


, ' 3.56 


3.55 


,42 


1 cells 3,t vs 4,5 


a 

1 


21.94 

i 


21.94 


• 2.62 


J Class/Prograin 


8 


141.^1 . 


17.66 . 


2,10 


Pre-Score Effect 


1 


491.10 


49L10 


58.66* 



Error 151 1264,23 8,31 





MMOr PARTS (ITPA) ' . 
Analysil of Virianci Table 




1-^43' 




Degrees " 


Sum of 


Maan 


i 


Seurci of Variation 


of Freidora 


Sqiiares 




F 


Total 


161 








Progrims 


S 


ii.n 


2.34 


' 2.16 ■ 


4 vq 1 2 3 5 R 


1 


8,09 


8.09 


7.45* 


1 Fi 5-G 


I 


L89 


1.81 


1.74 


5 vs 6 


1' 


.24 ' 


,24 


.22 


1 vs 2,3 


I 


.33 


,33 


.30 


2vi3 




til 

.03 


.03 


, .03 


Participation vs NOn-Part. 


1 


,01 . 


.01 


,01 


Program x Partieipatlon 


a 


. 4.44 


2,22 


a.05 


i celli 1,4,6 vs 2,3,5 


1 


41,24 


41.24 


37.9?^ 


3 celli 3,6 vs 4,5 


1 . 


11.12 


1?.12 


15.76' 


1 Class/Progriin 


8 ' 


6,28 

1 


.19 


.73 


Pre-Seori Effect 


1 


---- -- r " - r—^^:^ 


2304.58 


2122-64* 



fiuiffiROSifY iim] • 

Analygis of Varianei Table 



Degreis Sum of Mian 

Seurci of Variation of Frsiaoi Squarei Square F 



Total 168 

ProgEMS 5 1.55 .31 1,11 



4 V| 1,2,3,5,6 1 .14 il4 .51 

1,273, nlfi I ' .00 .00 .00 

5vi6 , 1 ■ ,04 ,04 .14 

1 ^ 2,3 ; 1 .95 , .95 3.42 

. 1 ^ ,10 ao , .36 

Participation vs Non-part. 1 ,22 .22 .80 



Program x Participation 2 L95 .9? 3,50 

Icills 1,4,6 vs 2,3,5 'I 32.44 32.44 116,68* 

^ cells 3,6 vs 4,5 I ' 13.21 ^ 13.21 ' ' 47,51» 

j Cliis/Pragraifi S 2,05 ,26 ,92 



1 

■f re-Score Effect 1 143.88' 143,88 517, 27* 



tmt ' 151 42.00 0.28 



13 



ERIC 



COMPARISON im) 

Analysis of Variance Table 



Digreei of Mean 



Sourci of Variation of Freedom Squares Square P 



Total 168 ■ , ' 


ProgrMni 




2.72 




L83 


4 vs 1,2,3,5,6 


1 


,04 


. .04 


.14, 


1,2,3 VI 5,6 


1 


. 1.63 


1.63 


5,49 


S vs 6 


1 


,11 


.17 


,58 


1 vs 2,3 


1 


.37 


.37 


L26 


2 V| 3 


1 


.43 


.43 


1.45 


Pirticipition vs tion-Tpart. 


1 


.32 


.32 


1.07 


Proqrain x Participation 


2 


' '.59 


' .30 


.99 


i calls 1,4,6 vs 2,3,5 


1 


, ,01 


.01 


.03 


1 cells 3,6 VI 4,5 


I 


'm 


1.61 ^ 


5.43 


1 Clase/Prograiii 


8 


1.87 


.23 


,16 


fte-Score Effect 


1 


26.65 


26.65 


89,63* 


Error 


151 


44.89 


' 0.30 , 





/ 



mm cmcmm^i um 



i-46 





Analyiis of Variance T^li 








Degrees 


siiiof 


Mean 




Sourcs of Viriition 


of Freidoi 


Squares 


Square 


- F 


TotaL 168 


Program 


5 




.37 


1.09 


4 vi 1,2,3,S,6 




,44 


44 




1,2,3 vs 5,6 




.30 


,30 


M 


5 vs 6 , 




.00 


,00 


M 


1^2,3 




.83 


.83 


2.45 


2 vs 3 




.2? 


.27 


.81 


Psrtl'fifiat'lfifi vs Wnn'i'Baff 


1 


US 


.23 


,69 


Prograni x Participation 


2 


IM 


.94 


2.78 


J cells 1,4,6 vs 2,3,5 


1 


18.52 


18,52 


54.63* 


? cells 3,6 vs 4,5 


1 




5,68 


16.75* 


J Class/Prograiii 


a 


2.6? ^ 


^ ,33 




Pri-Scori iffect 


1 ' 


20.11 


20.87 


61.67* 


Error 


151 


' 51.11 


0.34 





Hi 



PERSONj PIICE OR THING (IfPA) 



Anilysil of Viriinci Table 



1-47 



SQurce of Variation 



Total 



Progriiiii 



4 vs 1,^^3,5,6 . 
1,2,3 vi 1,6 

5 vi 6 
, 1 VI 2,3 

2^3 

Participation vs Non-part* 



Prograi x Partieipatlon 
i celli 1,4,6 vi 2,3,5 
Jeelli 3,6^4,5 

J Class/prpgraii 
h%4mti Effict 



T 



Degnii 
of FrMioin 



168 



Oil of 
Iprii 



48.83 



5.79 
8.24 
30,3^ 
.83 
.24 

iSl 



3, 



5« 



5.26 
11.90 



32,04 



155.56 



Mian 
Squire 



9.76 

, 5.79 
8,24 
30.34 
.83 

4.51 

1.83 
5,26 
1L9D 

4.00 
155,56 



2.76 

L64 
2,33 
8,58* 
,23 
,07 
1.27 

.52 
L49 
3,36 

1.12 
43.98* 



Error 



151 



534,03 



3.54 



^ 148 



iMER OF DlFFl^NT CATEGORIBS' OF CRIDIp RESPONSES ( W , ^ 
Analyiii of %mm Table 



imm of Vajiation 



Degreei 
of fm&m 



Sii of 



Mian' 



168 



pwgranis 



18.58 



3.n 



4 vs 1,2,3,5,6 
1,2^3 n 5,6 

S n 6 ; I 

I n 2,3 

2v§ 3 

participation vg KorPart, 

prO|rara x Participation 
J ciUs 1,4,6 vs 2,3,5 
J cells 3,6 vs 4,5 

" Cliis/Progjain 



m 

.32 

5.41 
9,54 



.10 

liJ? 

14,42 



43.38 



111 

4,92 

M 
5.41 

9J4 



.05 

iiji 

14,42 

J 



pr^-icore iffeet 



183,81 



183.81 



151 



391.97 



2.59 



\ 



, WOLOGIC^L m IN WWi' ' AT TlHi OF Wnm (ITPf.) 
' ^nalyiii of Variance fable 



9' 

Pigreei *^ ' Sii of ■ Hiin 

■ Source of Variation of Preef^or^ Mmi ■ Sprs . : 

' ' ^ r - ^ r ' 

Total ^ ■ ' 16B • : - ' ' ' ' ^ ^ 

Froqrpi ' /5 32.0? > 6,40 : ,?8 . 

^ -- - --- - ^ -J - , . 

4 V8 1,2,3,5,6 : ' !■ .00 ^ . .00 ^ , ,00; 

1,2>3 vs 5,6 1 1.38 ' 1.33 ^ 

lvs2,3 1 3.95 3.55 '.48 

2^3, . 1 2.46 ^ 2.46 ' .30 

Partidipition n Hon-Part. ' 1 4,18 4.78 . M 

- _ - ■ ■ ■ _■■ - - ■■ , - - . „ i - - - ■ I" j- II I II 11" I I I— ^ ^ '' ^ ^ ^ --' -lu^ 

-------- - - - ----- -^f " - . - ■ - - " - - ■ " . 

.,1 

Pfograin X Panicipation 2 M . ^ ..02,, 

. i cells^4,6vs 2,3iS ' ' 1 ' 1,01 LOr ' ' ^ .12 

icftUs 3,6 vs 4,5 " 1 .10 , .10 ,, , ' ,01 



J Claii/Prcf rani 8' 4P,64 6,20 ^ j .7,?^'* 



Pre-Ssorfi Pffpct 


1 


8B,42 


V 

89,42 ' ^ 

A ■ f • 


ig.i 




Error 


m 


1236.21 , 


. e.ii 
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ERIC 



APPENDIX II 



IIEAMS ^t'D t-TESTS FOP. THB INtEnVENTIOM 



TABLES 1 = 49 



/ 

151 



2-1 



V:^a?iAL SCALED SCORE (/rppsi) 



LP 



d=9J J. 07 



6.25 6,57 



4 

1,2,3, vs 5,6 

2 V3 3 . 

Participation vs :^on -Participation t - 
Inceraction 1 t ^ 1.65 



t ^ -5.50 
t ^ "5.10 
t ^ -3.27 
t ^ .25 
t ^ .67 



latoraction 2 



1.00 



'.mm 



1J2 



4.33 ^i.n 15>20 5,07 



.1.33 0.47 15.29 6,90 



\^ / ■ . \ • . 153 



ERIC 



2*2 



ERIC 



EP LP. LP, 

"2 1 2 



ParticiDatinq Parents 0,63 11.43 1>21 



10.66 



,Jon'farti{ 
Parents 


]ipating 




8.62 


-1.53 


11.70 1 


9J7 4A2 


— — 
?rograsi l\i 




Olio Q.44 


7 92 




1L73 1 


i.87 9.09 






4 V3 1,2,3,3,6 




t " 










1,2,3 n 5,6, 




t s 










5 va 3 




t * 










lV3 2,3 




t 9 


.10 








2 vs 3 




t = 


.12 , 








Participation vs 'loi 


i^Partioioat 


ion t - 


.90 








Interaction 1 




t = 


LIS 








Interaction 2 




t s 


L2G 





1 



PERFORJlAilCC SCAL3D SCORE (IfPPSI) 



2 1 2 



Participating Parents -2,11 11.04 4.15 



Non-?articip 
parents 



4 vs l,2,3f5,5 



t = AM 



1,2,3, vs 5,6 t-"3,02 



5 vs 6 



t = 4.6^ 



1 V3 2,3 t = '^-^Q 

2vs3 . ■ t« 1.30 

Participitior va rlon-Participation t ^ ,29 

Inter aGtion I t = -^2.24 

Interactiofi 2 t ^ 1.30 



2-3 



r E L iiSMI 



4.70 



5.07 ^.78 4,75 5.64 9.3B 4.23 



Progrk .leans ^ -0.77 8.05 4.97 . 4.7E ^ 6.64 9.83 4,50 



ERIC 
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2-4 



LP. 



I'ion 'Participating , 

parGHtg ■ 0,73 5,45 



LP C 
2 



participating Parents ■■2.54 13.34 J. 20 



'2.13 9.3] 



10.90 5,54 -2,18 9,31 



14.44 



6.84 



14.44 6.35 



4 vs l,2,3p5;6 



1,2,3 vs 5(6 



5 vs 6 



1 vs 2,3 



t = 4.39 



t = -3.34 



t s 'L90 



t = -4.13 



2vs3 1.33 

Participation vs IJon-Participation t = .38 

i 

Interaction 1 ■ t 5.-2.31 



Interaction 2 



t" 1.56 



ERIC 
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FULL mi seoRz ('pfsd 



Partidnatinq Par:nb 4>02 20. 4^ 9,86 



,lon»Participatin:j 
Parents 



prograiii sieans 



2 vs 3' 



,96 10,10 12.39 '3.50 15.16 



i,49 15.27 1L3B '3.50 15.16 



4 vs 1,2,3,3,5 . t-"6.43 

1,2,3, n 5,6 -^'QS 

iv,2,3 t-2.19 



intgriction 1 
Intiraotion 2 



Participation n ilon-Participation t = Al 



t i '2.15 
LBS 



24 



EP.. 



m particiDating 
■parents 



pjQ.iraiii "laaiii 



5,00 



4,0? 



LP 



10.90 



LP. 



Participating Faroncs 3.14 14.10 6.52 



1.11 3,21 



^2M 



8.15 



10.6S 17.95 1.5? 



-2.55^ 10.65 11.95 3.11 



4 n lf2, 3,5,6 

5 vs 6 

1 V3 2/3 

2 vs 3 



Interaction 1 
Interiction 2 



t ^ -6.41 



t = "3.91 



t 5 '3.1^ 



t s -2M 



t * .99 



Participation n Non 'Partioipition t = .52 



t ^ "2,20 

/ 

t= 1.82 



ERIC 



\ 
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IljFOKttflOiJ SCORE (vf PSI) 



EP LP, ' LP, C ■ 



Non-Participating 
parsnts 



Participating Parents 4.92 3*53 4.24 



4.5? 1.01 4.24 1.71 



4,79 4.29 4,24 1.71 



4 vs 1,2,3,5,6 t 
1,2,3, vs 5,6 t 

5 VS 6 ^ 

1 vs 2,3 t 

2 vi 3 ^ 
Participation vs Uon-^Participatlon t 

Interaction 1 t 

Interaction % t 



liiFOMTio!^ scm JCOE [mm 



EP L? LP C 

2 "i 2 



Participating Parents 2,73 1.72 2.01 



'i^on-Participating 

Parents " 2,71 2,31 2,01 -0,09 



Program Means 2,72 2.01 2.01 -IG? 



4 vs 1,2(3,3,6 t - 
1,2,3, V3 5,6 _ ' 

5 va 5 . ■• t s 

1 vs 2,3 , t-' 

2 vs 3 ' ' t i 
Pdrticipation vb lion-Participation t * 
Interaction 1 t * 
Interactioii 2 t - 



VOOTULM W SCOl (l^TPSI) . • 2*9 



,p „ i^p w C E L . MELN 

'^2 I ■ 2 



4 vs 1,2,3,5,5 t ^ ■•3'^3 

1,2,3, vs 5,6 t i L13 



5 vs 5 

1 VB 2,3 

2 VI 3 



-.63 
t5 .96 



Participation vs :ion-Participation t ^ -,41 



Interaction 1 
Interiotion 2 



t - -2.41 
t= .15 



Participiting Par 

i 


ints 3,31 


5.14 2. 


15 


— — — • 


3,D7 


Non-Participating 
Pifints 


3.82 


4.Q1 4. 


43 LIS 


4.82 IM 


J 3.40 


prograia Mm 


3.59 


4.57 3. 


59 LIS 


4. 82 1.6^ 


J 3,24 



er|c 1§9 



VOCMliLW mm SCORE (iJPPSI) 



?P LP, Bf^ C 

2 1 2 



Participiting Parsnts 0.90 , L09 ' "0.16 



tlon-Pirticipating 
Parints 



1,2,3 vs 5,6 



0,65 0.63 Li?' -0.35 



Prograiiilte ^ 0.73 ' 0,86 O.SB. -0.35 



4 vs 1,2,3,5,6 t 



t 



5 vs 6 , " t 

1 vs 2,3 t 

2Vi3' t 

Participition n Non^articipation t 
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INSTRUMEHTAL PERFORMANCE AS A FUNCTION OF REINFORCEMENT 
SCHEDULE, LUCK VERSUS SKILL INSTRUCTIONS, 
AND SEX OF CHILD 

John Stabler and Edward Johnson 
Georqia State University and Southern University 

ThQory and research concerning internal versus eKternal locus of con- 
trol of reward has been alaborated recently within the context of social 
learning theory (RottGr, 1966). EKperirnental studies have demonstrated 
that adults who were given instructions that reward depended upon their 
skill rather than upon luck showed more resistance to extinction after 
100% reinforcement than after 50% reinforcement. Under luck instructions 
the usual partial rDinforcemQnt {PRE) was obtained (James Rotter, 1958). 
The results were replicated by Holden and Rotter (1962) with slightly 
different extinction measures, and by Rotter, Liverant, and Crowne (1961), 
using different tasks to induce a skill or a chance orientation* The 
present experiment extends such research from adults to children. 

In a recent review on frustrative nonreward applied to children's 
behavior, Ryan and Watson (1968) noted, "Additional research is needed 
to compare the effects of nonreward under conditions which may be construea 
as self or other-blame situations." They also stated, "It is hoped that 
over the next few years the relationship of personality variables to 
reaction to nonreward will be given more than the cursory attention it 
has received to date*" 

METHOD 

Subjects and Experimental Design 

The SB were 32 male (K ^ = 5 yr, 1 mo,, SD ^ 3,9 mo.) and 32 finale 
children (X CA = 5 yr* 3 mo* , SD ^ 4.3 mo.) obtained from one local Head 



249 



3-2 

Start Center, The 64 chilrlran werf^ assicfned in equal numbers to eight 
treatment conditions. Schedule of reinforcement (50% vs. 100%), instruct 
tiona (luck vs. skill), seK (male vs. female)/ and trial block (10 trials 
per block) were combined in a mixed ffictorial design p 

Apgnaratus 

The instrumental response was to presis five telegraph keys consecu-- 
tively on a stimulus display panel, An arrow to the left of the telegraph 
keys could be lighted to signal S to begin the response/ and a light 
above each key signaled S which key to press* A reinforcement dispenser 
sounded a melody of bells and dispensed a marble into a glass jar at the 
termination of a rewarded response* Three standard electric timers 
measured the child's time on three segments of the responses from onset 
of the arrow light to pressing of the first key,- from the first key to 
the fourth key; and from the fourth to the fifth key. As one timer was 
terminated, the next began, thus providing measures of starting, Tnovement, 
and finishing times. 

Procedure 

Each child was taken individually to the experimental room where he 
was shown the apparatus and was asked to select from a tray of bxh toys 
the one he liked the irost. The S was instructed\ to place his hand on a 
tape X located beneath the arrow light and to press the buttons when 
the light went on. The E dencnstrated one rawarded trial in a similar 
manner to each S, administered one pretraining rewarded trial, and then 
administered 40 acquisition trials and 20 eKtinction trials. If S delayed 
over 30 sec on any segment of tiie response, E would say "Win (or. Get) as 
many marbles as you can," recorded the response as 30 sec, and began a new 
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trial. Marbles ware dispensed on the 50% schedule of reinforcement such 
that rewarded trials were followed hy nonrewarded trials as often as non- 
rewarded trials v/ore follov;ed by rev/arded trials, runs of rewarded trials 
occurred as often as runs of nonrewarded trials (no runs eKceeded three) , 
and the last aGquisition trial was a rewarded trial. The same reward 
schedule operated within two blocks of 20 ^trials each for the partial 
reinforcement groups* 

The instructions were as follows^ 

Luck Instructions 

"This is a game you can get prizes for* Do you like prices? Good, 
Pick the prize you want most of all* 1*11 put it here* You have to get 
it by playing the game* Not every child gets the prize* You get the 
prize if you get enough marbles* You have to be lucky to get the marbles. 
Do you know what I mean by lucky? The machine will give you a marble 
when you are lucky* It* a all a matter of luck, I'll show you how to 
play, I^ok* I'm lucky this time* got a marble* Now you do it. You 
got a marble. Get as many marbles as you can so that you can keep the 
prize* You will get marbles if you're lucky." On 10 predetermined trials 
E said either, "You're lucky," or, "You were lucky that time*" 

Skill Instructions 

» — - ^" 

"This is a game you can win prizes for* Do you like prizes? Good* 
pick that prize you want most of all* I'll put it here* You have to win 
it by playing the game. Not every child v;ins the prize* You can win the 
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prize if you win ©nough marbles. You have to do it right to win the 
marbles. It's not easy to do it right* You can make tho machine give 
you a niarble dy doing it right, I'll show you hov/ to do it right. Look. 
I did it right this time. I won a marble. Now you do it* You did it 
right this time. You won a marble. Win as many marbles as you can so 
that you can keep the priEe, You will win marbles if you do it right*" 
On 10 predetermined trials E said either, "You did it right/* or, "You 
really know how to do it*" 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
All data for starting , movement, and finishing times were converted 
to speed scores (5 sec/T for starting, 9 sac/T for movement, and 3 sec/T 
for finishing) . Mean group speeds were computed for six blocks of 10 
trials I four blocks for acquisition and two blocks for eKtinctlon* The 
speed scores for acquisition and eKtinctlon were analysed by analysis of 
variance. Starting, movement, and finishing speeds were each analyzed 
separately. 

Acquisition 

The only significant effect for acquisition starting speeds was for 
trial blocks (F, ^ 15*94, df = 3,168, p<^ ,01) which Indicated increasing 
speeds with practice* Acquisition finishing speeds showed a Reinforcement 
Schedule)^ Trial Block interaction (P = 2*90, df ^ 3,168, p< -05). TOe 
finding that speeds of toe partial reinforcement (PR) groups became 
relatively greater than the continuous reinfarcemant (CR) groups as 
training progressed is consistent with past ejqsariments with children on 
the partial reinforcement acquisition effect (PWE) C^an s Watsan, 1968)* 
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The PRAF has been attributed to both motivational and associational 
factors. Motivationally, greater spaeds of the PR groups may be due to 
nonreward-produced primary frustration preserving from trial to trial. 
Evidence that nonreward does lead to primary frustration comes from 
studies of the frustration effect (FE) with both infra-humans (e.g,, 
hmsBl, 1958) and humans (Ryan, 1965) , A motivational-associational 
interpretation suggests that anticipatory frustration becomes conditioned 
(perhaps to the experimental situation as a whole) and thereby motivates 
the response. Pederson (1967), hot^ever, offers some evidence contrary 
to this interpretation, A third possible interpretation is that neither 
primary nor conditioned frustration plays a role in the acquisition 
findings obtained. Instead, PR groups may respond faster simply because 
of past learning exparience/ For example, in our culture children have 
been taught to try harder if they do not at first succeed. 

Consistent with earlier acquisition studies (e*g*, Bruning, 1964i 
^an, 1966), the CR groups showed a decline in performance across trial 
blocks. The nondeclining CR curve found by Pederson (1967) may not have 
been obtained here because of a satiation effect arising from the similarity 
of the rewards ("cat's eyes" marbles). 

Extinction 

fliE analysis of starting speeds during extinction revealad three main 
effects; schedule of reinforcement (F ^ 4*74, df = 1 56, p<^,05)f in- 
structions (F ^ 4.04^ df ^ 1, 56, p<*05), and sex (F ^ 4.85, df m 1 J6, 
p<*05). There was more resistance to axtinction after partial reinforce- 
mant ttan after continuous reinforcement, after skill instructions than 
after luck instructions, and for females than for males. Analyses of 
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movement and finishing speedB during eKtinctlon showed a significant 
decline (P = 16.50, df = 1,56, p<.01, and F « 10.29, df = 1,56, p^.Ol, 
reapectively) . The analysts of movement speeds also showed two interaction 
effects: RQinforcement Schedule X Instructions (P « 4.50, df = 1,56, p 
.OS) and Reinforcement Schedule X Sex )( Trial Block (F = 6.07, df = 1,56, 
p<.05). 

The first interaction shows that children's performance in response 
to the reinforcement schedule by instruction combinations was similar to 
that of adult Ss. A PRE was obtained under luck instructions and an 
inverse PRE was obtained under skill instructions. Childron given ^kill 
instructions and continuous reinforcement were the most resistant to ex- 
tinction, and children given luck instructions and continuous reinforcement 
were the least resistant to extinction. Under skill instructions, according 
to Rotter (1966) , the CR Ss would be more resistant to extinction because 
they believed their skill would eventually enable them to obtain more re-^^ 
wards. The PR Ss, on the other hand, may have believed they were, not 
very skillful, since they had won a reward only half the timeF and they 
therefore extinguished more quickly when rewards were stopped altogsther. 
Such an effect could have been mediated by implicit verbal responses of 
the nature, "I never could do this right, so I might as well quit." 
After luck Instructions and continuous reinforcement the extinction 
series may have been perceived as a change in the situation, a disappear- 
ance of previous lucki whereas after partial reinforcement the extinction 
series may not have b in perceived as, very different than the training 
aeries. s 
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The second interaction reflects greater persistence of female Ss, on 
the CR schedule, on the last blocks of trials. They may have responded 
mora as if they had been skill-^instructed rather than luck-instructed, 
ragardlass of the actual instructions they received. That is, they re- 
sponded as though they were mora internally oriented toan boys. This 
hypothesis is supported by developmental-personality research which has 
shown that girls are more self -responsible^ i.e.* more apt to sea the con- 
tingency between act and affect than are boys. (Crandall, Katkovsky, a 
Crandall, 1965)* Although the Crandall study found the personality dif-n 
ferenca to be measurable only with girls and boys in the 6th grade or 
higher^ their measure was a paper and pencil test, and aex differences at 
earlier ages may be present but difficult to measure , 
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MEAN ST/^ING, MOVEMENT, AND FINISHING SPEEDS FOR EACH EKTINCTION 

BLOCK FOR THE EIGHT GROUPS^ 



Trial Block 



Group Starting Movernsnt Finis 



Partial rein., skill, male 3,99 3*46 3.46 3,29 3.21 3.12 

Partial rein., skill, female 4.18 3*51 3,60 3.05 3,68 3,12 

Partial rain., luck, mala 3.22 3.38 3.81 .3,39 4.12 3.60 

Partial rain. , luck, feTrale 4.52 3.74 3.61 3,28 3,60 3.05 

Continuous rein., skill, male 3.48 3.38 3.89 3.58 3.85 3.50 

Continuous rain., skill, female 3.69 4.15 3.51 3.92 3.98 3.86 

Continuous rein., luck, male 2.42 2.12 3.38 2,85 3.36 3.10 

Continuous rein,, luck, female 3.10 3.14 3.40 3.16 3.61 3.52 



^n = 8 in each group. 
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